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Current Topics. 


Election Petitions. 

WE naVE so far heard very little of petitions against the validity 
of any of the elections of members to serve in the new Parlia- 
ment. A petition must be presented within twenty-one days 
after the return unless it questions the return or election upon 
an allegation of corrupt practices, and specifically alleges a pay- 
ment of money or other reward to have been made by any member, 
or on his account, or with his privity, since the time of such 
return, in pursuance or in furtherance of such corrupt practices, 
in which case the petition may be presented within twenty-eight 
days after the date of such payment. Retainers are understood 
to have been given in two cases, where a recount is claimed. 
The rumour that another election may probably be held not later 
than July next may help to explain the unwillingness of defeated 
candidates to claim a seat which may in any event be vacated in 
the course of a few months, but the heavy expenses which 
attend these petitions are, we have little doubt, the reason why 
we hear less of them than formerly. _The inquiry is often pro- 
tracted ; the fees of counsel who absent themselves from London 
to take part in a local inquiry are always large, and the collec- 
tion of evidence appears to be more costly than that in an ordinary 
action. The defeated candidate who proposes on some futnre 
occasion to again offer himself for election will also consider that 
a petition will not increase his popularity in the constituency. 


Liability of Lessee to Leave Premises in Repair 
which Landlord has Arranged to Pull Down. 


WE HEAR from time to time complaints of the harshness of the 
English law of landlord and tenant, but those who make these 
complaints are apt to forget that the hard cases of which they 
complain are founded upon the general law of contract. A case 
which has recently excited some comment is that of a builder 
who, having acquired the reversion of a row of small 
dwelling-houses in the metropolis, the leases of which were run- 
ning out, demanded from the lessees in each case the sum which 
it would take to put their premises into the state of repair in 
which the lessee ought to have left them according to the terms 
of his lease, though he had already arranged to pull down the 
houses and to erect a block of flats upon their site. It is, of course, 
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contended by the tenants that the object of the covenant is not 
to put money into the pockets of a lessor, but to enforce the per- 
formance of the acts stipulated for, and that where the lessor 
contemplates the destruction of the premises he can have sus- 
stained no substantial injury from their non-repair. But the 
answer which has more than once been given by the superior 
courts is that the right to recover damages for breach of the 
covenant to leave in repair is vested in the landlord immediately 
the term ends, and the fact that on resuming possession he pulls 
down the premises to make structural alterations cannot deprive 
him of his right to substantial damages. 


The Fees of ‘‘Corporation Lawyers” in the 
United States. 

New YorK is a great American State, and its greatness 
extends to the remuneration of its lawyers. An article which 
we have read in an American newspaper headed “ Big Fees which 
Some New York Lawyers have Gathered In,” informs us that Mr. 
SAMUEL UNTERMEYER has just received a fee of 775,000 dollars, 
all (except a parcel of stock valued at 65,000 dollars) in cash. 
This fee—£150,000 in English money—was the compensation 
for three or four years’ work in bringing about the merger of 
the Utah Copper Co. and the Boston Consolidated Mining 
Co. The directors and shareholders of both companies were 
unanimously of opinion that 775,000 dollars was not too large 
a reward for Mr, UNTERMEYER’S valuable services, and the 
judges of the United States Circuit Court shewed their approval 
of the item by their action in dismissing a suit for an injunction 
in which the plaintiff charged that the amount of the fee was 
excessive. The writer of the article observes that, having regard 
to the fact that the merger of the two companies will involve a 
capitalization of 100,000,000 dollars, the fee is really a modest 
one, as it is less than 1 per cent. of the amount concerned, and 
that it must be remembered that lawyers in accident cases who 
act “on the contingent fee basis ” usually ask 50 per cent. of the 
damages recovered. We have of late heard much of the high cost 
of living in the United States, and this may have affected Mr. 
UNTERMEYER’S estimate of what is a“ living wage” in the pro- 
fession. In any case we have never heard of any English pay- 
ment which is worthy of comparison with that sanctioned by the 
American Court. 


The Official Roll of Baronets. 

THE LATE Sir WILFRID LAWSON once defined a Baronet as “a 
man who has ceased to be a gentleman and has not become a 
nobleman.” He might have added, “and who in all cases of 
succession uses a title and degree without any official recognition 
of his right thereto, and in some cases uses it without any right 
at all.” In Debrett’s Baronetage there may be found with regard 
to certain Baronets the words “no information can be gleaned 
respecting this Baronet or his connections,” and the recent Royal 
Warrant recites that “ persons have assumed the title of Baronet 
without any just right.” This state of things is in future to be 
altered by the institution of an official Roll of Baronets, to be 
kept at the Home Office by a Registrar, and to be revised and 
published yearly in the London, Edinburgh and Dublin Gazettes 
and “placed on sale.” The first Roll is to be prepared in 
consultation with one or other of the Kings of Arms, and the 
remedy of any person whose name does not appear thereon but who 
claims to be enrolled is by petition, which will be referred to one 
of the Kings of Arms for report, and if difficulty arises, will 
be referred to the Attorney-General for England or Ireland, or the 
Lord Advocate for Scotland, for his opinion, and may ultimately be 
referred to the Privy Council for decision. The necessary evidence 
is to be furnished at the expense of the claimant. Every 
person succeeding to the title of Baronet or created a Baronet 
subsequently to the first issue of the Roll is to pay £5 for entry 
on the Roll, and is to register his full name and the names and 
ages of his living descendants at the College of Arms (fee for 
tbis not stated). It remains to be seen whether the penalty for 
non-entry on the Roll, viz., that no person whose name is not 
entered on the official Roll of Baronets shall be received asa 
Baronet, or shall be addressed or mentioned by that title in any 
civil or military Commission, Letters Patent or other official docu- 


ment,” will prove sufficient to induce Baronets with a doubtful 
title to incur the heavy cost of proving their title before the 
Law Officer and the Privy Council. If it does, a new source of 
professional employment will be opened up. 


County Court Appeals. 

Courts OF APPEAL exist for the sake of correcting mistakes 
made by inferior courts, but the recent case of Formly Bros, 
v. Formby (ante, p. 269) shews that they have not always an 
unlimited power of correction, and the result may be that the 
higher court has to recognize that a mistake has been made 
and that there is no remedy for it. There a contract had 
been made by the plaintiffs with JAMES RIMMER in such terms 
as to shew on the face of the contract that RIMMER contracted 
as principal. The plaintiffs alleged that he was in fact agent 
for THOMAS ForMBy, and, the latter being dead, they sued his 
administratrix on the contract in the county court. Evidence of 
the agency was offered at the trial and was admitted without 
objection, and the plaintiffs recovered judgment. This was 
reversed in the Divisional Court on the ground that the 
evidence was not admissible ; but the Court of Appeal, 
while recognizing the inadmissibility, held that the point 
was not open in the Divisional Court, and that the decision 
of the county court judge must stand. That evidence of 
{agency is not admissible where the alleged agent appears by 
the terms of the written contract to have contracted as principal 
was decided in Humble v. Hunter (12 Q. B. 310), and VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, L.J.,expressed his concurrence in this, notwithstanding 
that the authority of that case seems to have been doubted by Lord 
Russe ., C.J.,in Killick v. Price (12 T. L. R., p. 264). The evidence 
would contradict the written contract. But the case is chiefly im- 
portant for the remarks of the Lord Justice on the restriction of 
the right of appeal from the county court. The right is given by 
section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888,and is confined to 
appeals on points of law, or upon the admission or rejection of 
evidence ; but the question of law or the objection to the evidence 
must be raised at the trial. This, of course, is with a view to secur- 
ing finality as far as possible in matters in the county court, and 
the restriction was appropriate enough while that court was only 
a small debt court. But VAUGHAN WILLIAMs, L.J., suggested 
that the increase in jurisdiction had taken away the reason 
for the restriction, and he was apparently of opinion that suitors 
in the county court should now have a wider right of appeal. 
The outlook for county court legislation it not very hopeful at 
present, but when a County Court Bill is again introduced the 
suggestion will doubtless not be overlooked. 


Transfers of Shares to Escape Liability. 
THE DECISION of NEVILLE, J., in Re Discoverers’ Finance 





Corporation (Limited), Lindlar’s case (1916, 1 Ch. 207), on which we 
commented recently (ante, p. 244), has now been been affirmed by 
the Court of Appeal (reported elsewhere). ‘The holder of 2,000 
£1 shares on which only 7s. 6d. per share had been paid, arranged 
for a transfer toa German labourer who was described in the 
transfer as “OTTO SCHNEIDER, of Barmen, Germany.” The con- 
sideration was stated to be £5, but this was not in fact paid, nor 
did SCHNEIDER pay the registration fee or answer communica- 
tions addressed to him by the company, and afterwards by the 
liquidator. But SCHNEIDER executed the transfer, and it was 
passed and registered by the directors. Nor was there any evi- 
dence of an agreement by the transferor to indemnify the trans- 
feree, though according to the present decision this would not be 
material. It was, in fact, an out-and-out transfer, alt hough made 
solely with a view to escaping liability, and NEVILLE, J., held 
that it was effectual for this purpose, and according to the judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeal, delivered by Bucktey, L.J., the 
transferor was only exercising the statutory right given bim by 
section 22 of the Companies Act, 1862, now section 22 of the Act of 
1908. “In the absence of restriction in the articles the shareholder 
has by virtue of the statute the right to transfer his shares 
without the consent of anybody to any transferee, even though 
he be a man of straw, provided it is a ond fide transaction in 
the sense that it is an out-and-out disposal of the property without 





retaining any interest in the shares—that the transferor Lond 
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fide divests himself of both the benefit and the burden.” The 
statutory right did not exist when the early cases on the subject, 
such as De Pass’s case (4 De G. & J. 544), were decided, 
and, as BucKLEY, L.J., pointed out, the right is clearer than it 
was prior to 1862 ; and, indeed, it has now been held that the 
transfer is effectual even though there is a covenant to indemnify 
the transferee. What the transferor must not do is to reserve 
the benefit ; there is nothing in principle to forbid his keeping 
the burden. The transfer is not effectual if the company are 
induced by unfair means to accept it; but it was held that the 
present case was not open to this objection. The decision is of 
great importance, and, unless restricted by statute, will consider- 
ably facilitate the transfer of shares to escape liability. 


The Priority of a Receiver’s Claims. 


THE JUDGMENT of WARRINGTON, J., in Re A. Boynton (Limited) 
(Times, 15th inst.) is important with reference to the position of 
persons who advance money for the purposes of a company 
which is in liquidation, or which is the subject of a debenture- 
holders’ action. Hitherto it has seemed fairly safe to assume 
that a person interested in the company who advances money 
for the purpose of the realization of its assets ranks after 
the claim of the receiver to his remuneration and expenses ; 
but that an outsider who makes such an advance ranks before 
the receiver; and the distinction is clearly contemplated in the 
judgments of the Court of Appeal in Strapp v. Bull (1895, 
2 Ch. 1). There receivers and managers who had _ been 
appointed in a debenture-holders’ action were authorized by 
the court to raise £5,000. This sum was advanced partly 
by the plaintiff and partly by unsecured creditors to whom 
second debentures were issued as security. Thus all the persons 
advancing the money were interested in the result of the realiza- 
tion of the assets, and presumably their object was to improve 
their chance of being repaid their original debts. The Court of 
Appeal held that they were not entitled to priority over the 
receivers, upon the ground that they were thus interested and 
were not in the position of outsiders advancing money. Both 
Lord Hatspury and LinpLey, L.J., took this distinction quite 
clearly, and it seems to follow inevitably from their judgments 
that, had the £5,000 been advanced by bankers, they would 
have had priority over the receivers. This case was followed in 
Re Glasdir Copper Mines (Limited) (1906, 1 Ch. 365), where also 
moneys had been advanced under an order of the court by 
persons who were parties to the action, though Cozens-Harpy, 
LJ., intimated doubt whether there was for this purpose any 
difference between persons who were parties and outsiders. In 
the present case of /’e 4, Boynton (Limited) the question as to out- 
siders arose. 
took a charge upon part of the assets of the company. The amount 
ultimately realized from the assets was only some £600, and the 
plaintiffs, in respect of their costs, and the receiver, in respect of his 
remuneration and expenses, claimed priority over the bank. The 
bank, on the other hand, sought to obtain priority over the 
receiver by the doctrine of subrogation. Assuming that he was 
personally liable for the £500, with a right of indemnity against the 
assets, they claimed to enforce in his place the right of indemnity. 
But WARRINGTON, J., rejected this contention on the ground 
that the form and circumstances of the charge given to the bank 
excluded personal liability on the part of the receiver. This left 
the question whether the bank were, as outside lenders, to be 
admitted to priority in accordance with the apparent meaning 
of Strapp v. Bull (supra), or whether, by taking a charge on assets 
subject to the action, they had postponed their claim to the 
plaintiff's costs and the receiver’s remuneration. The learned 
judge’s method of dealing with Strapp v. Bull is not very con- 
vincing, as he appears to have treated the references to advances by 
a third party as obiter dicta. They seem, in fact, to have been 
much more than that, and to have been the foundation of the 
decision. In! the result he decided that the bank must be post- 
poned to the plaintiff's costs and to the claims of the receiver, | 
but under the circumstances, though there is much to be said 
for the priority allowed, the question cannot be considered as 


Proposal Form for Policy of Insurance Filled Up 
by Agent of Insurers. 

THE NEW ZEALAND case of Sampson v. Atlas Insurance Co. 
(28 N. Z. Law Rep. 1035) is one of several modern cases in 
which the proposal form for a policy of insurance having been 
filled up by an agent of the insurance company, the question 
arose whether in filling up the proposal he was acting as agent of 
the company or as agent for the applicant. In Biggar v. Rock Life 
Assurance Co. (1902, 1 K. B. 516) a person who was admittedly an 
agent to receive proposals for the defendant company filled up the 
answers on a proposal form without consulting the plaintiff as to 
the answers to be given. The plaintiff then signed the proposal 
without reading it. Some of the answers were false in material 
particulars. The agent knew the correct answers to these 
questions, but answered them as he did througk negligence or 
fraudulently in order to obtain the acceptance of the proposal 
by the company and to secure his own commission. The 
plaintiff did not know, or believe, or suspect that the answers so 
filled in were untrue. It was held that the plaintiff, having 
signed the proposal without reading it, must be treated as having 
adopted it; that the agent was not the agent of the company to 
invent the answers to the questions, but was the agent of the 
plaintiff, and that the company was not bound by the policy which 
had been issued in accordance with the proposal. This judgment 
followed the case of New York Life Insurance Co, v. Fletcher, 
decided by the Supreme Court of the United States in 1885, and 
it has since been followed in two cases before the Court of Session 
in Scotland, all of which must be distinguished from earlier cases, 
in which it was proved that the person who filled up the proposal 
was the agent of the company to fill it up, and that he was fully 
aware of the actual facts though he stated them incorrectly 
in the proposal. In Sampson vy. Atlas Insurance Co. (supra) 
the proposal for insurance stated that the partitions and linings 
of the buildings insured were of plaster. Asa fact they were 
not of plaster, but were of wood and unplastered, and buildings 
in which the partitions were of wood and unplastered were 
charged at a higher rate of premium than those in which the 
partitions were plastered, so that the premium charged in respect 
of the premises in question was at the rate for plastered buildings 
only. There was, therefore, on the face of the proposal a 
material misdescription of the property proposed to be insured. 
It further appeared that this proposal was signed in blank with 
the name of the assured by his son, acting under his authority ; 
that the written particulars, including the word “ plaster,” were 
subsequently filled in by a clerk of the company, and that 
the son of the assured as his agent left the proposal to be filled 
in by the clerk after he or some other officer of the company 





An advance of £500 was made by a bank who | 





should have inspected the building. Neither the assured nor 
his son were aware until after the fire of the way in which the 
proposal had been filled up. The New Zealand court, after a 
careful examination of the cases, distinguish those in which it 
appeared that the person who filled pp the proposal was the 
agent of the company to fill it up, and was fully aware of the 
actual facts, though he stated them incorrectly in the proposal. 
These facts did not exist in the case under consideration ; neither 
did it appear that the clerk was authorized to find out, on behalf 
of the company, how the proposal ought to be filled up or to fill 
it up. He was asked to fill it up by the assured, and in doing 
so acted as his agent. There was no difference in principle 
between the case of a man signing a proposal in blank which he 
intends to be filled up afterwards by somebody else, and signing 
a proposal which has heen filled up by somebody else without 
reading it. It followed that the policy had been rendered void 
by the misrepresentation. This judgment would seem to exhaust 
all the questions which are likely to arise in drawing up the 
proposal form for a policy of insurance. 


Geographical Limits of English and Roman- 
Dutch Law. 

LitiGATION, like war, often teaches a good deal of geo- 
graphy. The recent case relating to an agreement for granting 
exclusive rights over diamondiferous ground in Rhodesia 
illustrates this very aptly: see British South Africa Co. v. De 
Beers Consolidated Mines (reported elsewhere). The references inci- 





finally settled. 
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dentally made in the course of this case to the River Zambesi 


appointed to inquire what steps should be taken in connection 


and Northern and Southern Rhodesia disclose, when properly | with the conviction of a barrister of the Inner Temple at the 


understood, a really remarkable position in legal and political 
geography. Rhodesia lies, roughly speaking, between the terri- 


| assizes at Accra, Gold Coast Colony, for fraudulent misapppro- 
| priation of moneys held by him as trustee, and that in the 


tories that will shortly constitute the Union of South Africa | November following the bench, upon consideration of the report 


on the south and the Congo Free State on the north. The 
River Zambesi flows right across Rhodesia, from south-west to 
north-east. Southern Rhodesia lies to the south, and Northern 
Rhodesia to the north of the river, Northern Rhodesia is 
divided into two parts—Barotziland (North-Western Rhodesia) 
and North-Eastern Rhodesia. Each of these three divisions forms 
the subject of a separate set of Orders in Council under the 
Foreign Jurisdiction Acts. The three divisions, however, sre 
only separated for purposes of government and administration, and 
the whole of Rhodesia is subject to rights conferred by charter 
on the British South Africa Company. This makes the legal 
chasm between Southern and Northern Rhodesia, which is at 
once symbolized and physically created by the River Zambesi, 
the more extraordinary and even anomalous. For south of the 
river Roman-Dutch law prevails, whilst north of the river 
English law flourishes, Settlement spread northwards from 
Cape Colony, first to Southern Rhodesia, then beyond the 
Zambesi. The main Order in Council now relating to Southern 
Rhodesia was made in 1898, and by section 49 it is enacted 
that the law to be administered is the law in force in Cape 
Colony onthe 10th of June, 1891. This is, of course, a plain enact- 
ment introducing into Southern Rhodesia the Roman-Dutch law 


of South Africa. The Orders in Council relating to Northern | 


Rhodesia were made in 1899 and 1900 sy section 16 of the 


Barotziland—North-Western Rhodesia—Order in Council of 


1899, “so much of the law of England for the time being as is 


applicable to local circumstances shall apply to and be in force 
in” the territory. By section 21 of the North-Eastern Rhodesia 
Order in Council of 1900, the jurisdiction of the local courts 
is to “be exercised upon the principles of, and in 
conformity with the substance of, the law for’ the time 
being in force in and for England,” which appears to amount to 
much the same thing as saying that English law shall apply, as 
in Barotziland——-North-Western Rhodesia. Thus the progress 
northward of the Roman-Dutch law has been stopped by the 
barrier of the Zambesi, and English and Roman-Dutch law face 
each other across the African river. Whatever the merits of 
English law over the Roman-Dutch law of South Africa may be, 
it will possibly be found extremely inconvenient that the 
geographical boundary between the two should run right across 
Rhodesia. The northern, as well as the southern, half of 
Rhodesia is certain in course of time to enter the Union of South 
Africa, and Northern Rhodesia will then be a kind of Quebec, 
much hindering the advance of the country as a whole in 
jurisprudence. 
Injury to Cattle from Tar Placed on Highway. 
THE WEAR and tear of our highways owing to the steady 
increase in the number of motor vehicles has led to the recoin- 
mendation of different kinds of road material, the merits of which 
have been fully discussed in the newspapers. The case of Ellen 


lof the committee, came to the conclusion that the barrister 


should he disbarred and his name removed from the books of the 
| inn, though they were of opinion that the summing up of the 
| judge at the trial on which the defendant was convicted was 
unsatisfactory. The order of the bench is without prejudice to 
any application on the part of the barrister to have his name 
reinstated in the books of the inn. The Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council have refused to disturb the conviction by the 
African court, but we understand that the order disbarring 
the barrister was only carried by a majority of the benchers, 
Lord HALsBuRY and others being of opinion that there was a 
misdirection at the trial which rendered the conviction invalid, 
and that it ought to have been quashed by a Court of Appeal, 
An appeal may still be brought from the order of the benchers to 
the judges of the High Court, and we understand that an appeal 
will be prosecuted in due course. 











A Strike of the Bar. 

Ir IS STATED that a strike of the Bur has been proclaimed at 
Athens, and that in consequence of this strike more than one of 
the Greek courts have been closed. Modern Athens is chiefly 
known as a resort of tourists and students, and might, one would 
suppose, be content with a small indulgence in litigation. But 
| brigandage in the mountainous districts is by no means 
| unknown, and there may be, for aught we know, abundant work 
for the criminal courts. The remuneration of Greek advocates 
| is probably not on a liberal scale, but we are informed that the 
| profession is, if anything, overstocked, so that the success of a 

strike is by no means hopeful. A strike would, in this 

i country, be considered wholly inconsistent with the dignity of 
‘the legal profession, but it is sometimes said that the Bar is reilly 
a trade union, and the prevailing opinion is that trade unions 
are a potent cause of the strikes among English artizans. 





| 


| Clogging the Equity. 
|THE doctrine of clogging the equity of redemption bas been 
| very much to the fore in recent years, but nowhere, perhaps, 
has it been more strikingly illustrated than in the judgment 
of SWINFEN Eapy, J., last week in British South Africa Co. v. 
De Beers Consolidated Mines (Limited) (reported elsewhere). 
There has been a steady run of cases involving the question since 
the doctrine was affirmed by the House of Lords in Salt v. 
Marquis of Northampton (1892, A. C. 1). The doctrine itself, 
of course, dates from an early period in the history of the 
Court of Chancery. It was acted upon in 1683 in Howard v. 
Harris (1 Vern. 190). A few years later it was laid down in 
Jennings v. Ward (1705, 2 Vern. 520) that a man shall not clog 
the redemption with any by-agreement, and it was enunciated 
by Lord HARDWICKE, C., in Toomes v. Conset (1745, 3 Atk. 





v. County Council of Kent, recently decided in the County Court 
for West Kent, shews that a new material may expose the high- 
way authority to liabilities of which they have hitherto had no 
experience. The action was brought by the plaintiff, a farmer, 


261). It was all part and parcel of the protest made by equity 
through the seventeenth century against the original legal rule 
which allowed the mortgaged land to be forfeited for non-payment 
on the day fixed, and which with some exaggeration was 





to recover damages for the loss of a cow through drinking 
from a stream on his holding which had been polluted by water | 
which ran off a road which had been tarred by the defendants 
with the object of rendering it more durable. The judge held 
that tarring the road, though a reasonable proceeding, was not 
a necessary operation, inasmuch as there was an _ alternative 
method of strengthening the causeway by laying down blocks 
of granite. He found as a fact that the cow was poisoned 
by tar from the road, and he held that the highway authority 
were responsible. This decision is one of particular interest, 


having regard to the number of cattle which are pastured in 
fields adjoining our highways. 
Disbarring a Colonial Barrister. 

A NOTICE posted up in the hall of the Inner Temple informs 
the members of the inn that in June last a committee was 





expressed in the dictum, “The court will relieve a mortgage 
to the tenth generation ” : Bacon v. Bacon (1640, Tothill, 133). 

The court not only relieved against an ordinary mortgage, but 
ignored also any stipulation made at the time of the mortgage 
which would have prevented this relief being given. In Salt v. 
Marquis of Northampton (supra) Lord BRAMWELL made a protest 
against this interference with contract, but he was bound to admit 
the existence of the rule, and it was applied in that case to the 
mortgage of a policy of insurance. Liggs v. Hoddinott (1898, 2 Ch. 
307) was a case of a collateral advantage—a “ tie” in a mortgage 
of a public-house—which was restricted to the continuance of the 
security. Hence it did not clog the equity and was permissible. 
Notwithstanding the dictum tothe contrary in Jennings v. Ward 
(supra), a mortgagee may stipulate for an advantage to himself 
beyond payment of interest, provided it does not clog the equity 
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and is not otherwise unfair to the mortgagor. In Noukes v. Rice 

(1902, A. C. 24) a similar agreement—that is, a covenant by the 
mortgagor, a licensed victualler, not to use on the mortgaged 
premises any liquor except such as should be purchased from 
the mortgagees—was not restricted to the continuance of the 
security, and it was consequently void. ‘ Redemption,” said 
Lord MACNAGHTEN, “ is of the very nature and essence of a 
mortgage, as mortgages are regarded in equity. It is inherent 
in the thing itself ; and it is, I think, as firmly settled now as it 
ever was in former times that equity will not permit any device 
or contrivance designed or calculated to prevent or impede 
redemption.” And on redemption the mortgagor is entitled to 
have his land back “as free and unfettered to all intents and 
purposes as if the land had never been made the subject of 
tke security.” In effect this case overruled Saniley v. Wilde (1897, 
2 Ch. 474), where the Court of Appeal had allowed to the mort- 
gagee an advantage out of the property not restricted to the 
continuance of the security: see also Brown v. Ryan (1901, 2 Lr. 
653). 

In Reeve v. Lisle (1902, A. C. 461) it was ultimately held that 
the provision which was impugned as being a clog on the equity 
—an option to enter into partnership—was subsequent to and 
not part of the mortyage transaction, and was consequently valid ; 
but an important application of the doctrine was made in Pradley 
v. Carritt (1903, A. C. 253). There shares in a tea company had 
been mortgaged, with a stipulation by the mortgagor that the 
mortgagee should always be employed as broker for sale of the 
company’s teas. There was here no direct fetter upon the re 
demption of the shares, for the shareholder as such did not con- 
trol the company’s employment of a broker. But it was held by 

fetter on the shares indirectly, inasmuch as after redemption the 
mortgagor would remain liabie on his covenant, and would have 
to use the shares as a means of gaining control over the company. 
Thus he could not deal freely with them, and the stipulation was 
void. The House of Lords also applied the doctrine to a purely 
commercial transaction in Samuel v. Jarrah Timber Corporation 
(1904, A. C. 323). There a sum of £5,000 was advanced to a 
company upon the security of £30,000 debenture stock of the 
company, and it was agreed that the mortgagee should have the 
option for a year to buy any of the stock at 40 per cent. of the 
nominal price. The advance was to be due and repayable at 
thirty days’ notice on either side. Within the year and before 
notice the mortgagee claimed to exercise his option over the whole 
of the stock, but it was held that the stipulation was invalid. 
It would have effectually prevented the company from 
getting back the stock on repayment of the advance. The only 
peculiarity of the case was that it related to a limited company 
and to a mortgage of its debenture stock, but the House of 
Lords found in these circumstances nothing to differentiate it 
from any ordinary mortgage. ‘ The directors of a trading com- 
pany in search of financial assistance,” said Lord MACNAGHTEN, 
“are certainly in a very different position from that of an im- 
pecunious landowner in the toils of a crafty money-lender ” ; but 
this was not a ground for excluding the universal rule. 

The present case of British South Africa Co. v. De Beers 
Consolidated Mines (supra) was also one of commercial bargain- 
ing, and had any relaxation of the rule been countenanced in 
Samuel v. Jarrah Timber Corporation a different result might very 
weli have been reached. But no relaxation has been permitted, 
andSwINFeEN EApy, J., decided, inaccordance with the authorities, 
that the contract between the parties was void. By an agreement 
of the 20th of April, 1892, the De Beers Co. agreed to advance 
to the British South Africa Co. by instalments sums amounting 
to £112,000 to be repaid in London on the Ist of January, 
1893, with interest at £6 per cent. per annum. The schedule 
contained a clause whereby the British South Africa Co. 
was to grant to the De Beers Co. an exelusive licence to 
work all the former company’s diamondiferous ground south of 
the Zambesi ; and the agreement provided that if the De Beers 
Co. desired to have the benefit of the clause, they might 
decline to take repayment of the £112,000 for a period of five 
years, and if they so declined they were to become entitled 
to the benefit of the scheduled clause in perpetuity. The De 











a majority of the House of Lords that the stipulation imposed a | judge held, 


Beers Co., however, did not exercise their rights under this 
agreement. They did not decline to take repayment for five 
years, and the agreement was superseded by another agreement of 
the 7th of December, 1892. By this second agreement debentures 
were issued to them as security, which were paid off before the 
end of 1896, and after that year no sums remained owing in 
respect of the advances. 

But a new arrangement with regard to the grant of a licence 
was made by the second agreement. This agreement, as just 
stated, provided for security for the original advances, and it 
also provided for a further advance of £100,000; and it 
contained a clause whereby, in consideration of the assistance 
rendered by the De Beers Co. to the British South Africa 
Co., the latter company was to grant to the De Beers 
Co. exclusive licence to work all the diamondiferous ground 
of the British South Africa Co., whether north or south 
of the Zambesi, at a certain royalty, and under certain 
conditions. Such a clause introduced into a mortgage trans- 
action seems to be a very obvious clog upon the equity of 
redemption, but before applying this doctrine it was necessary 
to determine that the contract was governed by English law, 
and that it created an effective charge upon land ihn South 
Africa. The parties to a contract are at liberty to determine 
for themselves the law which shall govern the transaction, 
and if their intention is not expressly stated, then it 
must be ascertained by construing the contract according 
to the recognized rules of construction—that is, by its 
terms and such external circumstances as are admissible for 
explaining them: see Lloy/ v. Guibert (L. R. 1 Q B. 115), 
Jacobs v. Crédit Lyonnais (12 Q. B. D. 589). The learned 
as a result of applying this test, that the 
second contract was intended to be treated as an English 
contract. It was executed by the British South Africa Co., 
who were the grantors of the licence, in this country; it 
was in part to be performed here , and the mode in which it pro- 
vided for the issue of debentures indicated an intention that they 
should be subject to English law. And Swinren Eapy, J., also 
held that the agreement created an effective charge on land in 
South Africa. This, of course, is a result of the doctrine that 
equity acts in personam; a doctrine which has been applied to 
the enforcement of mortgages on land abroad (Toller v. Carteret, 
2 Vern. 494 ; Paget v. Ede, 18 Eq., p. 126), as well as to specific 
performance : Penn v. Baltimore (1 Ves. sen. 444). 

It followed that the agreement for a mining licence was invalid 
as being a clogging the equity of redemption, and the learned 
judge made a declaration accordingly. Possibly the case will 
lead to a consideration of the question whether the doctrine of 
clogging the equity of redemption has any advantages which out 
weigh the obvious disadvantage of one party to a contract 
repudiating its burden after he has had the benefit. Only an Act 
of Parliament can change the rule, but it is at least a permissible 
opinion that the rule requires change. — 











Evading Death Duties. 


|In dealing with the subject of transactions entered into with 


the object of “saving,” or ‘escaping from the payment of,” death 
duties, it seems unnecessary to make use of these neutral 
The Finance Acts contain no enactment in terms 
owners of dutiable property to ‘‘ evade ” the 


» 


expressions. 
forbidding 
payment of death duty, and it is now recognized that “ evasion 
is not necessarily an infraction of the provisions of the statutes. 
There is also good reason for believing that, even if the word 
“evade ” did occur in the Acts, its effect would not be so potent 
as might at first be thought in preventing successful devices 
for evading payment. 
A struggle has constantly been going on between the Legis- 
lature and the courts with respect to attempts to evade death 
duties, and the practitioner whose province it is to save his clients 
from the meshes of the Finance Acts has to keep a watchful eye 
on every new Act and every new decision. Two of the latest 
cases on “evasion” are reported in the Appeal Cases for last 
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November, and may not inappropriately be considered together. 
Neither is concerned directly with purely English law, but each is 
valuable to the English lawyer. One case (Attorney-General v. 
Richmond, 1909, A. C. 466) was an appeal to the House of Lords 
from Scotland. The other (Minister of Stamps v. Townend, 1909, 
A.C. 633) was an appeal to the Judicial Committee from New 
Zealand. The Scottish case related to transactions for value, 
the New Zealand case to transactions not for value. 

For the present purpose the facts in Attorney-General v. Rich- 
mond may be stated very shortly. The Duke of RICHMOND AND 
GorpDon, being in possession of Scottish estates which were sub- 
ject to a Scottish entail, made an arrangement by which he 
acquired the whole fee simple, extinguishing the rights of the 
heir in entail and charging the property in favour of his heir with 
the value of the latter’s interest. It was as though, under an 
English strict settlement, the tenant for life in possession had 
bought in the interests of the remaindermen and given the latter 
a charge on the fee simple in lieu of paying them in cash. The 
object of the transaction was to lessen the duty payable on the 
duke’s death by leaving the property incumbered by the charge. 
This incumbrance was intended to come under the operation of 
section 7 (1) (a) of the Finance Act, 1894, as an incumbrance 
“created bond fide for full consideration in money or money’s 
worth, wholly for the deceased’s own use and benefit, and [to] 
take effect out of his interest.” The question to be decided was 
the construction of these words of the Act, and whether they 
applied to the incumbrance created by the duke. It was held 
(though Lords CoLiins and SHAw dissented) that the incum- 
brance was one covered by the words of the enactment, and that 
it could be taken into account so as to lessen the amount of 
death duty payable. The duke’s plan, therefore, succeeded. 
Lord MACNAGHTEN pointed out that the four conditions re- 
quired by the words quoted were satisfied—the incumbrance 
being created /ond fide, for full value, for the deceased’s own 
benefit, and taking effect out of his interest. Notwithstanding that 
the purpose of the duke was to escape a portion of the duty other- 
wise payable, the transaction was ‘ not fictitious or colourable, 
but real and genuine.” Lord ATKINSON observed, in the course 
of his judgment, that the mvtive did not “ vitiate the transac- 
tion, no more than it vitiates a voluntary alienation of property 
made with the same purpose and object twelve months before a 
donor's death,” and further on : “ Every contract for value freely 
entered into must, in the absence of fraud, be held in contempla- 
tion of law to have been entered into for the benefit of each of 
the parties to it.” The meaning of the four conditions in section 
7 (1) (a) is thus elucidated by the court of final appeal, and 
their application to Iinglish settlements, or even under some cir- 
cumstances where there is no settlement, is rendered by so much 
the easier for the practitioner. 

Minister of Stamps v. Townend (the New Zealand Case ) had to 
do with transactions in which valuable consideration was not an 
element. The case is also differentiated from the House of 
Lords’ case by reason of the wording of the New Zealand Acts. 
By one of these Acts express power is conferred on the proper 
court ‘‘to declare any disposition of real or personal property 
to have been made for the purpose of evading the duty imposed by 
this Act, and also to declare that duty is payable on the property 
comprised in such disposition.” By another Act, “in order to 
prevent the avoidance or evasion of duties by family arrange- 
ments or otherwise,” property included in any “deed of gift” 
is liable to duty ; deed of gift being very widely defined so as to 
include ‘‘ every deed or instrument” whereby any kind of benefit 
is reserved to the donor. The testator died in 1905, and the 
transactions impeached as “ evasion ” began in 1893. Thescheme 
was ingenious and simple. In 1893 the testator gave his daughter 
(the respondent) a power of attorney under which she acted and 
gradually drew into her own possession property of the testator 
amounting to £432,222. When land was sold, the purchase- 
moneys were placed to the daughter’s credit in the bank, and 
any mortgages for unpaid purchase-money were taken in her 
name. Mortgages in the testator’s name were released and sub- 
stituted mortgages taken in the daughter's name. Money of 
the testator was also applied directly in making investments in 
the daughter's name, It was admitted that avoidance of duty 


was the object of the transactions. The New Zealand court 
held that duty was not payable ; that the testator meant to give 
the property to his daughter, and meant to avoid payment of 
death duty. The case was held to be covered by the Judicial 
Committee’s decision in Payne v. Rex (1902, A. C. 552). This 
decision of the New Zealand court was affirmed by the Judicial 
Committee.. The Lord Chancellor delivered only a short judg- 
ment. He pointed out that the testator “deliberately intended 
to part with as much of his property as he safely could in favour 
of his daughter, in order to escape payment of taxes either 
during his life or after his death.” It was further said that 
“there was no gift by any document, and therefore there is no 
duty payable.” The scheme of the power of attorney and gift 
combined was therefore successful. 

The case ’of Payne v. Rex, above referred to, was from the 
State of Victoria, where an Act expressly makes duty payable 
where property is transferred “with intent to evade the pay- 
ment of duty.” The law is, therefore, well settled, with regard 
to oversea legislation, that the mere prohibition of “evasion” 
will not make a transaction liable to death duty unless the trans- 
action is in some way “fictitious” or “colourable.” 

These decisions of the Judicial Committee are extremely 
valuable, as shewing that an English statute which introduced 
express prohibition against “evasion” would in all probability 
be construed by the House of Lords in the same way as the New 
Zealand and Victorian enactments have ‘been construed by the 
Judicial Committee. It is, therefore, probable, whatever means 
of stopping existing gaps in the Finance Acts may be adopted in 
future, the express enactment of a clause forbidding transactions 
made “with intent to evade” duty will not be one of those 
means. 








Reviews. 
Lord Halsbury’s Laws of England. 


LAWS OF ENGLAND: BEING A COMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE 
WHoLe Law or Encianp. By the Right Hon. the Earl of 
Hatsspury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885-86, 
1886-92, 1895 to 1905, ANDOTHER Lawyers. Vou. IX. : Courts, 
CRIMINAL LAW AND ProcepuRE. Vou. X.: Crown PRACTICE, 
Custom AND UsaGes, DAMAGES, DEEDS AND OTHER INSTRU- 
MENTS, DEPENDENCIES AND CoLonres. Butterworth & Co. 


This work proceeds with the thoroughness which its design and 
the early volumes have led the profession to expect. The article on 
courts contains a statement of the jurisdiction of the House of Lords, 
of the Supreme Court of Judicature, and of Courts of Criminal Juris- 
diction, including the recently instituted Court of Criminal Appeal ; 
also of courts having jurisdiction in lunacy, of courts-martial and of 
the Palatine Courts of Lancaster and Durham. But the feature of 
the article is the comprehensive statement of the jurisdiction of 
local courts. Those mentioned are 172 in number, including the 
Tolzey Court of Bristol, the Hull Court of Venire (in which eighty- 
three plaints were issued in 1905), the Liverpool Court of Passage, 
the Preston Court of Record (from which there was a recent appeal, 
Darlow v. Shuttleworth (1902, 1 K. B. 721), and the Salford Hundred 
Court of Record, established in its present form by a local Act of 
1868. But as regards the great majority of the courts it is 
stated that they have been disused for manyjyears, and there seems 
to be no reason for still recognizing their potential existence. In 
practice their place has been taken by the county courts, and we 
imagine that no harm would be done if this were recognized by 
statute and the obsolete courts were finally abolished, the jurisdiction 
of the remainder being transferred to the county court. The article 
on Criminal Law and Procedure is the work of four authors and 
covers the greater part of the volume. It contains a valuable state- 
ment of the principles of criminal liability and of the procedure 
and evidence in criminal cases, and then specific crimes are dealt 
with in detail under the heads of offences against government, 
against public order, against the person, and against property. The 
sections on evidence contain a useful statement of the present law as 
to the admission of the evidence of accused persons. 

Volume X. opens with an article on Crown practice, divided 
under the headings of Proceedings on the Revenue Side of the King’s 
Bench Division, Petition of Right, and Proceedings on the Crown 
| Side of the King’s Bench Division. As with the article on local 

courts, that on the Revenue procedure should be useful in pointing 
the way of reform. It may . interesting historically to distinguish 
between English and Latin informations, but practically the terms 


THE 



















ac meagre eS Oo” S 


are 

proc 
exte 
bill 

have 
the 
writ 
spec 
betv 
The 
part 
test 
Inst 
very 
and 
cont 
effec 
cove 
Ind 
note 
to b 
The 
Col 
indi 


Tr: 
Su 
of 








oO. 













court 
D give 
ent of 
idicial 
This 
dicial 
judg- 
ended 
avour 
sither 
that 
is no 
1 gift 


l the 
yable 
pay- 
gard 
10n " 
rans- 


mely 
uced 
iity 
New 
the 
eans 
1 in 
ions 


hose 





und 
on 


ris- 
al ; 
ot 
of 
of 
he 
ty- 
7e, 
al, 
ed 
of 


ns 
In 
ve 
by 
on > 
‘le 


id 


re 
It 
it, 
1e 


is 














Feb.. 19, 1910. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. ([Vol. 54.} 287 





are useless and introduce confusion in matters in which the 
proceedings should be as simple as in an ordinary action, ‘lo some 
extent, too, the English information preserves the abuses of the old 
pill in equity. The articles on Custom and Usages and on Damages 
have been prepared with much care. In the former the section on 
the effect of usages upon contracts—how far they annex terms to the 
written contract, and how far they explain terms—will be found 
specially useful; and in the latter the rules for distinguishing 
between liquidated damages and penalties are very clearly stated. 
The article on Deeds and other Instruments is divided into thtee 
parts:—(1) Deeds, (2) Instruments under hand only (non 
testamentary), and (3) Interpretation of Deeds and Non-testamentary 
Instruments. In Part I. the nature and effect of deeds is stated with 
very full explanatory notes, and these, with the references to the early 
and recent authorities, make this part specially valuable. Part IT]. 
contains a concise statement of the rules of construction, and of the 
effect of the various parts of deeds, including a section in which 
covenants are treated in detail. The sub-section on Dependent and 
Independent Covenants contains a re-statement of the rules in the 





,otes to Pordage v. Cole (1 Wms, Saund. 319), a task which required | 
to be done, but which, we believe, has not been before attempted. 
The volume concludes with an ariicleon British Dependencies and 
Colonies. The work is being carrie] out with great enterprize and 
industry. 





The Universities. | 
Tue Law or THe Universities. By James Wititams, D.C.L. 
(Oxford), LL.D. (Yale), Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


In referring to the reports, especially the older ones, it is of not 
infrequent occurrence to come across cases relating to the universi- 
ties and their colleges, but we are not aware that hitherto these have 
been collected and made the foundation of a statement of university 
law. This has now been done by Mr. James Williams, and in chapters 
dealing, amongst other matters, with visitation, government, discip- 
line, finance, privileges, and the university courts. he has laid both 
the statutes and the reports, as well as historical sources of informa- 
tion, under contribution. There is, of course, a cousiderable body of 
statute law on the subject. Thus the management of estates is 
regulated by the Universities and College Estates Acts, of which the 
Jatest is that of 1898 : and the somewhat archaic methods at Cam- 
bridge of exercising discipline over non-members, revealed in 1891 in 
the haheas corpus caseoft ?. Vv. Vice -( hanee llov of Cambridge (8 Times 
L. R. 151), led to the passing of the Cambridge University and Cor- 
poration Act, 1894, which, in Mr. Williams’ words, * put an end to 
imprisonment of women by committal by the Vice-Chancellor on un- 
sworn evidence not given in open court.” The cases, in addition to | 
being noticed in the text are very usefully collected in chronological | 
order and shortly stated in an appendix. They include the famous | 
Magdalen College case (1687, 12 St. Tr. 1), when the fellows resisted | 
the king’s mandate, and though unsuccessful at the time ultimately 
secured for colleges the freedom from outside interference which 
cathedral authorities failed to secure in the appointment of bishops ; 
Dr. Bentley’s case, which passed through numerous stages between 
1713 and 1736, and in which the Master of Trinity was ultimately 
victorious ; and Attorney-General v. Downing (1767, Wilmot 1), which 
resulted some forty years later in the foundation of Downing College. 
The volume will be very valuable for use by university officers and 
their advisers, though the subject is somewhat outside ordinary pro 
fessional practice. ‘ 


Books of the Week. 


Index of Cases Judicially Noticed in the Reports of Patent, Design, 
Trade- Mark and other Cases, from 1884 to 1909, with Indexes of 
Subject-matter. By 8.G. Pmant, Solicitor of the Supreme Court 
of the State of Victoria, Australia. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 





A Concise Treatise on the Law of Capital and Income as between 
Life-Tenant and Remainderman. By Witutam Henry Gover 
LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 


_ An Epitome of Leading Cases in Equity, founded on White & 
l'udor’s Selection. By W. H. Hastrncs Kevke. M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Second Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908: Reminders for 
Secretaries, Directors, and Managers of Limited Companies, shewing 
the Registers to be Kept and Returns to be Made and Notices to be 
Given by all Companies Registered under the Act ; the Provisions | 
of the Act as to Registration of Mortgages and Charges, Directors 
Commencement of Business, Prospectuses, Allotment of Shares, 
Statutory Meetings, and some Miscellaneous Matters. Compiled by 
James W. RetD, Solicitor. Effingham Wilson. ; 





Notes for Presiding Officers at Elections, with Extracts from the 
Statutes. By C. WittoucHpy Writs, Esq., LL.M., Barrister-at 
Law. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 

American Law Review. Bi-monthly, January-February, 1910. 
Editor : Jonn D. Lawson, LL.D. London: Reeves & Turner, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re THE DISCOVERERS’ FINANCE CORPORATION (LIM.). 
LINDLAR’S CASE. No. 2. I4th Feb. 
ComMPANY—WINDING-UP—CONTRIBUTORY—TRANSFER OF SHARES TO EsCAPr 

LIABILITY—TRANSFER OUT AND OvutT—VALIDITY OF TRANSFER—POWER 

or Directors To Reruse TRANSFER—EQUITIES OF TRANSFEREE. 

In the absence of restrictions in the articles, a shareholder has an 
absolute right to transfer his shares even to a man of straw, provided 
that he bona fide divests himself both of the benefit and the burden 
of the shares. If the directors are empowered by the articles to reject 
a transferee of whom they do not approve, the transferor remains liable 
even on a bona fide transfer if he has been quilty of concealment or 


' deceit which has induced the directors to pass a transfer that they would 


otherwise have refused. The transferor is also liable if he has executed 
and registered his transfer in breach of some duty which he owed to the 
corporation. But the fact that a transferee may have equities against 
the transferor does not entitle the liquidator to set up those equities 
against the transferor on behalf of the company. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Neville, J. (reported 1910, 
1 Ch. 207), A summons was taken out by the liquidators of the above 
company, asking that the list of contributories might be rectified by 
substituting the name of Max Lindlar for that of Otto Schneider as 
holder of 2,000 shares. It appeared that Lindlar, desiring in conse- 
quence of adverse rumours to sell his 2,000 £1 shares, on which there 
was a liability of 12s. 6d. per share, applied to his brother-in-law, 
Herr Dahl, to find him a purchaser, who was found in the person 
of Schneider, a tanner’s assistant, employed for many years by Dahl’s 
family at wages never exceeding 40 marks (£2) a week. A deed of 
transfer was filled up by Lindlar, in which the consideration was stated 
to be £5. and the transferee was named as ‘‘ Otto Schneider, of Barmen, 
Germany,” his occupation or condition not being stated. This deed 
of transfer, being returned executed, was submitted to a board meeting, 
the directors having power to refuse to accept transfers of shares not 
fully paid, and was passed and registered on the 3rd of February, 
1905. There was a conflict of evidence as to whether the chairman, a 
friend of Lindlar, had told the secretary and other directors, or whether 
the secretary had told the board, that inquiries as to the transferee 
had been made and satisfactorily answered. In March, 1906, the com 
pany went into voluntary liquidation. It was proved that Schneider 
had never paid either the £5 or the stamp duty or the registration 
fee, a letter applying for the registration fee, as well as letters since 
the liquidation, all addressed to Barmen, Germany, haying Leen returned 
through the Dead Letter Office. It was stated in an affidavit by Dahl 
that Schneider, having been crippled by an accident, could not be 
applied to for the £5. No aftempt had been made by Schneider to 
set aside the transfer, but there was an action by the liquidators 
pending in Germany to make Dahl liable for his share in the transac 
tion. Neville, J., was of opinion that the object of the transaciion 
was to get rid of Lindlar’s liability on the shares, but he came to 
the conclusion on the evidence that there was an out-and-out transfer of 
the shares to Schneider, and that there was no undertaking or obliga 
tion on any of the parties concerned to ifidemnify Schneider in case 
he suffered injury from the fact of his having executed the transfer. 
He also took the view that there was no collusion in the passing of 
the transfer. His lordship, in these circumstances, held that the 
transfer was a bond fide transfer for the purposes of the present case, 
and that, though the transaction as between the transferor and trans- 
feree was voidable, the liquidator was not entitled to stand in the 
shoes of the transferee and enforce in the liquidation any equities 
that he might have against the transferor. He accordingly dismissed 
the summons. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Firetcuer Movtton and 
Bucktry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Buckiey, L.J., read the judgment of the court, in which he said : 
By section 22 of the Companies Act, 1862, which is reproduced as 
section 22 of the Companies Act, 1908, it is provided that the shares 
in a company under these Acts shall be capable of being transferred in 
manner provided by the regulations of the company. ‘The regulations 
of the company may impose fetters upon the right of transfer. In 
the absence of restrictions in the articles the shareholder has by virtue 
of the statute the right te transfer his shares without the consent of 
anybody to any transferee, even though he be a man of straw, provided 
it is a ond fide transaction in the sense that it is an out-and-out dispesal 
of the property without retaining any interest in the shares—that the 
transferor bond fide divests himself of both the benefit and the burden. 
It was the policy of these Acts to give a free right of disposition, 
leaving it to the regulations of the company to impose such restrictions 
upon its exercise as might be desired. In the absence of restrictions 
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it is competent to a transferor, senha inding that the company is 
in extremis, to compel registration of a transfer to a transferee notwith- 
standing that he is a person not competent to pay the unpaid liability 
Even if the transfer be executed for the express 


upon the shares. 

purpose of relieving the transferor from liability the directors cannot 
upon that ground refuse to register it unless there is in the articles 
some provision so enabling them. [After discussing the leading cases 
on this branch of law, the learned Lord Justice continued :] The cases 


all turn upon the question of fact whether there was or was not such 
an out-and-out transfer as above described. Counsel for the appellants 
pressed us with an argument that, if as part of the bargain there 
existed between transferor and transferee an obligation in the 
transferor to indemnify the transferee, then the transferor is liable. 
We are not aware of any authority for that proposition. It is un- 


questionably the law that in cases such as the present the transferor 


may pay the man of straw a sum of money as the price of becoming 
the transferee. If he may pay him £2 10s., why may he not covenant 
that in the event of his being made liable he will indemnify him to 


fail to see upon principle why he may not 
covenant to indemnify limited extent or altogether in respect of 
the transaction. What he must not do is to reserve the benefit—there 
is nothing in principle to forbid his keeping the burden. The investiga 
and-out 


the extent of £2 10s.? We 


to a 


transfer is, of 


tion whether the transfer is or is not an out 
course, an investigation of the true relations subsisting between the 
transferor and the transferee. But if this inquiry answered by 


finding that the transfer is out-and-out, there is in the absence of an 
approval clause in the articles, and in the absence of facts which bring 
the case within the third presently mentioned, an end of the 
matter so far as any rights of the liquidator are concerned. The 
second class of case is where the articles do contain a clause empowering 
the directors to reject a transferee whom they do not approve. In 
these cases the principle is that the transferor cannot liability 
if he has actively by falsehood, or passively by concealment, induced 
the directors to pass and register a transfer (even though it be an out 
and-out transfer) which, if he had not eived or concealed, 
would have refused to register. Here again the question is one of fact. 
It is not sufficient to show that the transferee’s address was incorrect or 
that the description of his occupation was not accurate, or the like. 


class 


est ape 


so dec 


The court must arrive at the conclusion that therefrom resulted such 
a state of things as that if the directors had known the truth they 
would not have registered the transfer. The third class of case is one 


two classes of case above mentioned. 
has obtained the advantage of 


in either one of the 
It is the case in which the transfero1 
executing and registering his transfer to a man of straw upon an 
opportunity obtained by him fraudulently in breach of some duty 
which he owed the corporation. As, for instance, if he (being in a 
position so to do) have proc ured the postponement of the commence- 
ment of the winding-up in order to get time to execute and tender 
such a transfer for registration, or if by collusion with the directors 
he has procured them in breach of their duty to pass a transfer which 
they ought not to last is a ground which might 
have been material in the if it had been proved, which 
it has not, that Gretton approved the transfer collusively with Lindlar 
in breach, as Lindlar knew, of his duty to the company. The liquidator 
tried to make that case and failed in respect of it. [His lordship then 


which may arise 


passed. The 


hav e 
present case 


discussed the facts in the present case, and concluded :] Upon this 
state of facts we think that, first, the transfer was out-and-out, and, 
secondly, the company were bound by the action of their directors, 
who, in the matter of applying article 22, were the proper authority 


For these reasons we think that this appeal fails, 
and should be dismissed with CounseL, Younger, K.C., and 
Maugham ; Rawlins, K.C., and Douglas Hogg. Soticrrors, Dunderdale, 
Dehu, d& Co. ; Clarke, Rawlins, & Co 

[Reported by J. I. 


to act in the matter. 


costs. 


STrrRLInG, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
GORDON CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF METROPOLITAN POLICE. 
Warrington, J. 8th Feb. 


NON ORITUR ACTIO—MONEY 
Potick Act, 1839, s. 48 


SEIZED IN 
BETTING 


Puestic Poricy—Ex TURPI CAUSA 
Potick Ratp—MErTROPOLITAN 
Houses Act, 1853, s. 11. 

It appearing from the plaintiff’ 
he sought to recover from the defendant was 


own evidence that the money which 


obtained by the plaintiff 


in an illegal manner, and a manner prohibited by statute, the court 
declined to grant relief. Section 48 of the Metropolitan Police {cf, 
1839 (2 &: 3 Vict. c. 47), being pe nal, must be construed strictly, and 
no forfeiture will take place under it unless its provisions are strictly 


complied with. 

The facts 
judgment of 

WARRINGTON, J., who said : This is an action brought 1} vy the plaintiff, 
Arthur Gordon, against the Chief Commissioner of Met opolitan Police. 
The claim is for the return of a sum of £107 6s. 8d., which the plaintiff 
claims is his property and is detained by the Ay scary and fo1 
damages for its detention. In substance the action is one for the 
and which 
defendant. The plaintiff is a bookmaker. 
the plaintiff was conducting street-betting opera- 


and arguments in this case sufficient], from the 


appeal 


recovery of property which the plaintiff claims is ‘his money, 
is in the possession of the 
In November, 1908 


they | 


| of old authorities that bear on this point, 
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tions in the eihitiiniihiael of a house, No. 19, Grove-street, Dep tford, 
which was in the occupation of Arthur Jones. The plaintiff's account 
is that he and Arthur Jones, with the plaintiff’s brother, 
Gordon, and one David Turner, were together engaged in the practice 
of street betting. That Jones and Charles Gordon were the plaintiff's 
salaried servants, that David Turner was a scout, and that the house 
was used, not as a betting house, but as a place of refuge in case the 


Charles 


police appeared. So that the gist of it is that the plaintiff was, on 
his own statement, carrying on betting in the street. He says that 
on the 28th of November, 1908, he had received either himself 0 


through his two servants the sum of money now in question, and that 
that sum of money had, according to their usual practice, been placed 
in one of the rooms of this house. On the 28th of November, 1908, 
the police raided the house under the authority of a warrant issued 


under section 11 of the Betting Houses Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. ¢. 119 


That section, reading it shortly, and so far as it is material, in these 
terms : ‘It shall be lawful for any justice of the peace, joe com 
plaint that there is reason to suspect any house . . . to 


be kept or used as a betting house . contrary to this Act, to 
authority by special warrant . . . to any police officer to 
enter such house and to arrest all such persons found 
therein, and to seize all documents relating to racing or betting 
found in such house.’” A warrant was issued under that section, and 
the police raided the house under the authority of that warrant, and 
there seized not only betting slips and documents, but also the money 
in question. For the purposes of this case I accept the statement of 
the police constable that, in his opinion, the money required for 
the purposes of the trial, and I will assume that the detention of 
the money was lawful. Proceedings were afterwards taken against 
the plaintiff, Arthur Jones, Charles Gordon, and David Turner, when 
the plaintiff was acquitted, and the others were convicted. Now the 
plaintiff sues the Chief Commissioner for the return of the £107 6s. 8d. 
In order to establish his title to the money, which is put in issue, he 
has proved the fact which I have already mentioned—namely, that 
the money was the result of an unlawful act on his part, and one 
prohibited by statute, and the defendant contends that since, in proving 
his title to recover, he has proved that the money was the result of 
an illegal transaction, the court has no right to lend him its assistance, 
and ought to dismiss the action on that ground. There are a numbe1 
and in particular there is 
the judgment of Lord Mansfield in Holman v. Johnson (1775, 1 Cowp. 
341). But the law on the subject is best and most conveniently summed 
up for the purpose of this case in the judgment of Lindley, L.J. (at 
p. 728), in Scott v. Brown, Doering, McNab, & Co. (1892, 2 Q. ; 
where he says: ‘‘ Hx turpi causé non oritur actio. This old and well 
known legal maxim is founded in good sense, and expresses 
and well-recognized legal principle, which is not confined to indictable 
offences. No court ought to enforce an illegal contract, or allow itself 
to be made the instrument of enforcing obligations alleged to arise 
out of a contract or transaction which is illegal, if the illegality is duly 
brought to the notice of the court, and if the person invoking the aid 

court is himself implicated in the illegality. It matters not 
whether the defendant has pleaded the illegality or whether he has not. 
If the evidence adduced by the plaintiff proves the illegality, the court 


give 


was 





a ileal 


ought not to assist him.’’ In this case the fact of the mode in which 
the money is alleged to have become the property of the plaintiff is 
brought to the notice of the court by the plaintiff himself, and the 


plaintiff has himself proved that he was engaged in that illegal trans- 
action. In those circumstances, 1 think that I should be departing 
from thé principle which has been laid down if I held that the plaintiff 
was entitled to recover. It is said that the principle is only applicable 
where the plaintiff is seeking to enforce a contractual right or a right 
quasi ex contracta, and that it does not extend to a right of property. 
I can find no such limitation. Of course, if one of the parties had 
stolen this money,the principle in question would not have prevented 
the prosecution of the thief for the theft, for it would not be the 
party who relied on the illegality who was seeking the assistance of the 
court, and the principle only applies to such a Where the 
illegality is a necessary fact the principle applies whether the right 
arises out of contract or in some other way. This first 
cient to decide the case, but the commissioner has adduced evidence 
to shew that this money is not the money of the plaintiff, but I 
cannot accept, on this point, the evidence of and Charles Gordon. 
The defendant, as his third point, says that this money ightly 
seized, for the reason I have mentioned—that its seizure 
for the purpose of the trial—and that if it was originally lawfully seized, 
then, by virtue of section 48 of the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839, on 
the conviction of the offenders, it passed to the Section 48 


case. 


point is sufh 


Jones 
was 


Was necessary 


receiver. 


only applies to the Metropolis, and it provides this: ‘‘If a superin 
tendent shall report that there are good grounds for believing 
house within the Metropolitan Police District to be kept or used 


shall be lawful for the 


ente! 


commis 


su h 


a common gaming house . . ._ it 


to authorize the a to 


sioners any 

house and to seize all moneys . found therein, and 
upon conviction of any such offender all the mone ys which shall have 
been seized as aforesaid shall be paid to the said receiver.’ Of 
course, this house was not a gaming house as understood at the time 
of the passing of this Act, but by subsequent legislation I think it 
has been established that this house is to be treated in all re: pects as if 


it were a gaming house within the section. I can go hoster with the 
defendant, and say that if the formalities laid down by the section had 
been observed, and the parties had been convicted, although on aa 
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indictment, this would have been a conviction within the section, and 
the money would have passed to the receiver. But the section is a 
penal section, and it provides for forfeiture of money coming to the 
receiver in specified events, and those events have not taken place. 
The forfeiture, therefore, does not take effect. The section only 
provides for the forfeiture of money seized ‘‘as aforesaid ’’—that is, 
under the provisions of that section—which was not done. That part 
of the defence, therefore fails. There must be judgment for the 
defendant, with costs.—CounseL, for the plaintiff, 7'urrell; for the 
defendant, G. A. Scott. Soricttors, Good, Good, & Co.; Wontner & 
Sons, 
{Reported hy Percy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


BRITISH SOUTH AFRICA CO. v. DE BEERS CONSOLIDATED 
MINES (LIM.). Swinfen Eady, J. 10th Feb. 

Cioc on Equity—Exctusive Mintna Licence in A Morr- 

Roman-Dutcn Law anp CLoG 
LIMITATIONS ON POWERS OF 

Sctre Factas 


MORTGAGE 
GAGE—PRoPER LAW OF THE CONTRACT 
MoNOPOLY—FORBIDDEN BY CHARTER 
Common Law CorporaTIONS—PREROGATIVE OF CROWN 

ULTRA VIREs. 

A stipulation in a mortgage transaction for the grant by mortgagor 
to mortgagee of an exclusive licence for the mortgagee to mine for 
diamonds in the territories of the mortgagor, if intended to extend 
beyond the duration of the mortgage, is invalid as a clog upon the 
equity of redemption. The same stipulation held not to be a ‘* monopoly 
of trade’’ within the terms of the plaintiff corporation’s charter. 

Semble, an act done by a corporation at common law which the cor- 
poration is not empowered, or is forbidden, to do by its charter is not 
necessarily ultra vires the corporation. 

This case was heard on six days of last sittings, when judgment was 
reserved. The plaintiff corporation was created by Royal Charter, 
whereby it was invested with wide administrative and commercial 
powers, the latter including expressly the power to make concessions 
of mining rights. The charter also provided that ‘‘ Nothing in this 
our charter shall be deemed to authorize the company to set up or grant 
any monopoly of trade.’’ The plaintiff corporation entered into two 
agreements with the defendant company, dated respectively the 20th 


of April, 1892, and the 7th of December, 1892, of which the latter | 


superseded the former. Under the two agreements, in effect, De Beers 
agreed to advance to the plaintiff corporation two respective sums of 


£112,000 and £100,Q00 and to take debentures of the plaintiff corpora- 


tion in satisfaction of the former sum, these first mortgage debentures ! 


to be secured by a floating charge upon the assets and undertaking of 
the plaintiff corporation and a further charge upon 2,000 square miles 
to which the plaintiff corporation were then, and upon 6,000 square 
miles to which they would thereafter become, entitled in British 
Bechuanaland. Upon the allotment and issue of the £112,000 deben- 
tures to De Beers they were to deliver to the plaintiff corporation a 
receipt in full discharge for the 
defendants were to advance the £100,000 against delivery of debentures. 
Clause 6 provided : ‘‘ In consideration of the assistance rendered and 
to be rendered by De Beers to the Chartered Company as appearing in 
the principal agreement and this agreement the Chartered Company 
shall grant De Beers exelusive licence to work all the diamondiferous 
ground to which the Chartered Company is or may become entitled in 
the territories to which it now is or may become entitled, or in which 
it carries on or may carry on operations, whether north or south of the 
River Zambesi, such exclusive licence to be at the same royalty and 
on the same conditions as diamondiferous ground is now worked in 
Du Troits Pan and Bulfontein mines, save that besides the above 
royalty De Beers shall pay to the Chartered Company 2 per cent. on 
the gross receipts De Beers may derive from the sale of diamonds 
acquired under this provision.’’ This was the stipulation the validity 
of which was impugned by the plaintiff corporation on the ground that 
it was a contract to grant a monopoly which was not allowed by its 
charter, and was therefore ultra vires the corporation, or alternatively 
that it was a clog on the equity of redemption and therefore inopera- 
tive. Further, on the 27th of June, 1894, a trust deed was executed 
by the plaintiff corporation to secure an issue of debentures and 
debenture stock, but the terms of this trust deed were not material 
to any question arising in the action. Neither the agreement of the 
20th of April, 1892, nor the agreement of the 7th of December, 1892, 
nor the debentures or trust deed, nor any other instrument to the 
benefit of which the holders of the debentures were entitled, was or 
were ever registered in the Deeds Registry in Rhodesia or elsewhere 
in Rhodesia. Judgement, which had been reserved, was now delivered 
by 

Swinren Eapy, J., who set out the facts and added : The plaintiffs’ 
claim in the present action is to have it determined that two agree 
ments, dated respectively the 20th of April, 1892, and the 7th of 
December, 1892, and made between the plaintiffs and defendants, are 
ultra vires and void, so far as they purport to confer on the defendants 
the exclusive licence to work diamondiferous ground in the plaintiffs’ 
territories; and, alternatively, to have it declared that the provisions 
of the agreements purporting to confer an exclusive licence, after the 
repayment of all moneys advanced, are not binding in equity by reason 
of their amounting to a clog on the equity of redemption; or (again 
in the alternative) to have it declared that, according to the true con- 
struction of such agreements, the defendants were only entitled to an 
exclusive licence so long as any moneys remained owing to them from 
the plaintiffs thereunder, and that as all moneys have been repaid, the 


£112,000 and all interest. The | 


defendants are not now entitled to the licence. The questions, there- 
fore, which I have to determine are whether the agreements are void 
as being ultra vires, or as amounting to a clog on the equity of redemp- 
tion, and also whether, according to their true construction, they are 
intended to continue after repayment of all moneys advanced. The 
plaintiffs’ contention that the agreements are ultra vires is based upon 
clause 20 of their charter, which provides that ‘‘ Nothing in this our 
charter shall be deemed to authorize the company to set up or grant 
any monopoly of trade.’’ They contend that the exclusive licence is 
a ‘‘monopoly of trade’’ within the meaning of this clause. The 
defendants dispute this contention, and moreover allege that even if 
the grant in question were forbidden by the terms of the charter, 
it would not be ultra vires for the plaintiffs to grant such exclusive 
licence, although it might be ground for a scire facias at the instance 
of the Attorney-General. It is in the exercise of their proprietary 
rights that the plaintiffs have agreed to grant the licence to mine for 
diamonds. It is not in dispute that the mines are vested in the 
plaintiffs and that they can grant exclusive rights to any particular 
company.or companies to work ascertained diamond fields, or to search 
for diamonds, and when diamondiferous ground is discovered, to mine 
| for the stones in defined areas, and, apparently, however large these 
areas may be; but the contention is that such a grant, if extending 
over the whole area of ground of which they are the owners, and 
granted to only one company, is void as amounting to a monopoly, 
which by clause 20 of the charter they are forbidden to grant. In my 
opinion this contention wholly fails. The provision of the charter 
has not any application to the exercise by the plaintiffs of their pro- 
prietary rights, but refers to a ‘‘monopoly of trade’’ as defined by 
Lord Coke in the Third Institute, folio 181. As in my judgmert 
the agreements in question do not confer monopolies forbidden by the 
charter, the question of ultra vires does not arise; but it must not be 
assumed that if a chartered company does some act which it is forbidder 
to do by its charter such act is necessarily void as ultra vires. 
In Riche v. Ashbury Railway Carriage Co. (Limited) (L. R. 9 Ex. 224) 
all the judges in the Exchequer Chamber agreed that a corporation 
at common law has, as an incident given by law, the same power to 
contract, and subject to the same restrictions, that a natural person 
has, although the court were equally divided upon the question whether 
acts which were ultra vires a statutory corporation were capable of 
ratification. [His lordship then cited passages from the judgments 
of Blackburn, J., at p. 263 (which, his lordship added, was overruled 
by the House of Lords so far as regards a statutory corporation), and 
| of Archibald, J., at p. 292 (whose opinion, his lordship said, as regards 
a statutory corporation ultimately prevailed in the House of Lords) 
in the case last cited, and the judgment of Bowen, L.J., in Baroness 
Wenlock v. River Dee Commissioners (36 Ch. D., at p. 685), and in 
addition, a passage from Buckley’s Companies Acts (9th ed.), p. 11, 
and added :] The objection raised by the plaintiffs that the agreements 
are not binding upon them because they are ultra vires, wholly fails. 
I now proceed to consider the construction of the agreements, and 
the question whether the provision for a diamond mining licence is 
invalid as amounting to a clog on the equity of redemption. It is 
the agreement of the 7th of December, 1892, which is the important 
document and governs the transaction. As a matter of the construction 
of that document I am of opinion that the diamond mining licence 
mentioned in clause 6 was not intended to be confined to the duration 
of the security and to terminate when the debentures were paid off. 
The real question, however, between the parties is whether the 
provision as to the diamond licence in the December agreement is void 
as being a clog on the equity of redemption; and, in order to decide 
this question, it is necessary to determine by what law the contracts 
are to be governed. The plaintiffs contend that the transaction as a 
whole is to be governed by English law, although the form and con- 
ditions of the licences must conform to local law; while the defendants 
contend that the law to be applied is that of South Africa—that is 
to say, the law in force in Rhodesia, which, as regards the territories 
south of the Zambesi River, is the Roman-Dutch law, and as regards 
the territories north of that river, the English law. I gather that, 
so far as is at present known, only lands south of the river contain 
diamonds. In cases where a contract is not immoral, nor contrary 
to public policy, a solution of the question by what law the contract 
is to be governed is arrived at when it has been ascertained by what 
law the contracting parties intended it to be governed. It is open 
to the parties to stipulate in express terms that the law of a parti 
cular country shall apply. If they do so, such law is applicable. If 
there is no express stipulation, the court must arrive at a conclusion 
upon the materials before it as to the law with reference to which the 
parties contracted, and that law is to be applied. A broad rule has 
been laid down that, prima jacie, the lex loci contractus presumably 
governs the nature, the obligation, and the interpretation of the con- 
tract, unless the contrary appears to be the intention of the parties. 
3ut the terms in which this rule is itself stated shew that it yields 
to the intention of the parties. The problem is to ascertain from 
the agreement itself and the surrounding circumstances by what law 
the parties intended their contract to be governed. The law has been 
so laid down in many cases. [His lordship cited Lloyd v. Guibert 
(L. R. 1 Q. B. 115), Chartered Bank v. Netherlands S. N. Co. (10 
Q. B. D., at p. 540), Jacobs v. Crédit Lyonnais (12 Q. B. D., at p. 600), 
and Re Fitzgerald (1904, 1 Ch., at p. 587), and continued :] It thus 
appears clear that the law of the contract, or the law which the 
contract itself imports as the law governing the contract, is that 
which the contracting parties intended should govern and _ regulate 





it. In the absence of express stipulation various ingredients or factors 
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contract. [After 
account, the learned 
contracts of 


Rhodesia respectively ; the method and manner of performance abroad, 
so far as regards the grant of the licence, the form of it, and the 
rights conferred by it are to be governed by the law of the place where 


validity of 


the land is situate; but the questions with regard to the 
opinion, be 


the stipulations in the contract itself must, in my 
governed by English law. In my judgment it was not the intention 
of the parties that the contracts of April or December should be 
governed by the laws in force either in Northern Rhodesia o: 
Southern Rhodesia, but by English law. The truth probably is that, 
as the recent decisions on the doctrine of a clog had not been given 
when the agreements were entered into, that point was not present 
in the minds of either party. The question then remains whether the 
stipulation for the diamond mining licence in the December agreement 
is invalid, or, at all events, ceased to have any operation after all 
moneys had been repaid. The question is, does not this stipulation 
offend against the doctrine that a provision or stipulation which will 
have the effect of clogging or —s the equity of 
void? In Noakes v. Rice (1902, A. C. 24) Lord Davey 
‘“The principle is this, that a mortgage must not bi 
something and when once you come to the conclusion 
stipulation for the benefit of the mortgagee is part of the mortgage 
transaction, it is but part of his security, and necessarily comes to an 
end on the payment off of the loan.’’ There is no difficulty in the 
present case in arriving at the conclusion that the agreement to grant 
the mining licence was part of the mortgage transaction; it is so 
expressed upon the face of the agreement. Certain distinctions 
attempted to be drawn between Noakes v. Rice and the present case, on 
the ground that as no mortgage or debenture trust deed was ever registered 
in Rhodesia, no mortgage or charge on land there was obtained ; 
also on the ground that the present really a subscription of 
debentures, and not a loan of money secured by a mortgage or charge. 
But these distinctions are not real or substantial. An English deben 
ture purporting to charge by way of floating security all the English 
company’s property and assets does amount, where the English com- 
pany possesses land abroad, to an agreement to charge that land, and 
is a valid, equitable security according to English law; and the deben 
ture holders upon any winding-up of that company would rank as 
secured creditors in respect of the foreign land, and upon a winding 
up in England they would be paid in full out of the proceeds of the 
that land, any distribution of the proceeds of it was 
The law on this 


said (at p. 34): 
converted into 
that a 


else ; 


were 


ever 


case was 


sale of before 


made among ordinary unsecured creditors. point 
is correctly stated by Sir Francis Palmer in the 5th edition of 
Company Law, at p. 236: ‘“‘ Even without complying with the formali 


ties required by the local law in relation to transfers o1 


it is competent to a company to create an effect 
belonging to it in a foreign country; for the 
Chancery jurisdiction in personam, enforces 
foreign land where the mortgagor company is within the 


mortgages, 
ive charge on property 
court, in virtue of its 
equities in regard to 
jurisdiction : 


Mercantile Investment Co. v. Piver Plate Co. (1892, 2 Ch. 303); and 
in determining whether there is an equity the court regards English 
not foreign law; and if according to English law there is an equity, 


valuable consideration a company agrees to give a charge 
property, the court will enforce it, although the 
may be one not recognized by the lex loci rei site: Hx parte Pollard 
(Montagu and Chitty, p. 239), Coote v. Jecks (13 Eq. 597), and 
Kx parte Holthausen (L. R. 9 Ch. App., p. 722).’’ The document of 
December, 1892, was an agreement raising such an equity. It was a 
contract for value to give an equitable charge on (amongst othet 
property) land abroad Moreover, there are two decisions of the 
House of Lords upon the doctrine of clogging, subsequent to Noakes 
v. Rice, to which it is necessary to refer. In Bradley v. Caritt 
(1903, A. C. 253) Lord Macnaghten said (at p. 261) that the Court of 
Appeal had proceeded upon the footing that the mortgayvee of the ten 
shares had not retained any direct hold upon the and added : 
‘*T do not think it is necessary that there should be any hold upon the 
property direct or indirect. | think, as I ventured to say in 

Rice, that equity will not permit any device or contrivance designed 
or calculated to prevent or impede redemption ’’; and in Samuel v. 
Jarrah Timber and Wood Paving Corporation (1904, A. C. 323) the 
same principle was applied where there was a loan on debenture 
stock, with an option of purchase; the option was declared void, and 
the mortgagor was held entitled to redeem on payment of principal, 


e.g., if for 


on foreign 


shares, 


interest, and costs. Under these circumstances if I were to attempt 
to draw any narrow distinction between the present case and those 
to which I have referred, I should be evading or disregarding those 


broad principles 
mining licence 


than following and applying the 
there laid down. In my opinion the agreement for the 
is invalid as offending against the maxim ‘‘ Once a mortgage always a 
mortgage, and nothing but a mortgage,’’ and as falling within the 
doctrine of a clog upon the equity of redemption. The result is that 


authorities rather 


the plaintiffs are entitled to a declaration in accordance with paragraph 
2 of the statement of claim. 
and G. 7/7. 
a. WV. &. 


Counser, Levett, K.C., W. 2. Hollams 
for the plaintiffs; Upjohn, K.C., Jenkins, K.C., and 
defendants; G. M. Simmonds, watching 


Allen, 
Holmes, for the 


redemption is | 


annot of themselves be relied upon as absolutely | 








Hollams, 
Slai ghte } 


Cc haulee of Mines. SoLicirors, 
Ingle, Holmes, Sons, & Pott; 


Rhodesia ( 


Hawksley ; 


brief for the 
Sons, Coward, 
d& May. 


{Reported by PERcy T. CARDEN, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LIFE AND HEALTH ASSURANCE ASSOCIATION (LIM.). 


Eve, J. Sth and 9th Feb. 


Lire AssuRANCE CompaNny—Deposir—TRANSFER OF BuSINESS—RetuRN 
OF DEposit-—NON-ACCUMULATION OF FUND—CLAIMS OF POLICY-HOLDERS 
AGAINST 'T'RANSFEROR COMPANY. 

A life assurance company is not entitled to a return of its deposit 

required by the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870, s. 3, unless (1 


the fund accumulated out of premiums amounts to £40,000, or (2) on 
a transfer of its business all its policy holders have by writing abandoned 
their cliims against the transferor company and accepted the liability 
of the transferee company. 

usual deposit of 
Life Assuranc 
deposit shall be 


This was a petition for payment out of court of the 
£20,000 paid in by the company as required by the 
Companies Act, 1870. By section 3 of that Act the 


returned to the company as soon as its life assurance fund accumulated 





out of premiums shall have amounted to £40,000. In the present ca 
the fund accumulated by the association never amounted to any s 
approaching £40,000. <A further difficulty arose under section 7 of the 
Life Assurance Companies Act, 1872, which provided that where 
company has transferred its business to another company no policy 
holder in the first company who shall pay premiums to the other 


company shall by reason of such payment be deemed to have abandoned 


equity | 


| 
Noakes 


any claim against the company unless such abandonment be signified 
in writing. In the present case no such abandonment had _ been 
signified. The facts sufficiently appear in the judgment. 

Eve, J.—On the 7th of February, 1898, the Life and Health Assm 


the Companies Acts 


f 


ance Association (Limited) was incorporated under 
business of 


with the object, amongst other things, of carrying on the 
life assurance in all its branches. The registered office of the 
tion is in Scotland. On the 1st of March, 1898, the 
the deposit of £20,000 required by the Life Assurance Companies Act, 
1870, s. 5, and the same is now represented by two sums of Consols 
and India Stock standing to the credit of an account entitled ‘‘ Hz parte 
the Life and Health Assurance Association (Limited).’’ The life 
assurance fund accumulated by the association out of premiums has 
never amounted to any sum approaching £40,000“ On the 


associa 


association made 


4th of May, 
1909, an extraordinary resolution was passed for the es ry winding 
up of the association on the ground of its being unable by reason o 
its liabilities to continue its business. By an order of the Court of 
(First Division) in Edinburgh, dated the 2nd of June, 1999, 
the voluntary winding up was directed to be continued subject to the 
supervision of the court. In the month ~ July, 1909, pursuant to a 
special resolution passed and confirmed at extraordinary general meet 
ings of the association held on the 14th of May and the 2nd of June, 
1909, the liquidators entered into a provisional agreement for the 
transfer of the life assurance business of the l 
Accident, Fire, and Life Assurance Corporation 
purchasing company is also domiciled in Scotland—it “gee aesire = 
Sadia the Companies Acts in February, 1891—has made the statut 
deposit, and in addition has accumulated out of premiums a life 
ance fund of £42,000 and upwards. In September last its current life 


Session 


association to the Genera 
(Limited). The 
was 


assul 


assurance contracts were 1,825 in number, assuring sums amounti! 
to £560,000. By the peovistonal agreement of transfer, all life as 
ance contracts of the association current on the 10th of May, 1909, 1 


to be transferred to and taken over by the purchasing company, the 
purchasers undertaking all obligations thereunder and being entitled 
to all premiums pay: able in respect thereof as from that day, and 
further agreeing to pay £1,000 for the goodwill attaching to the business 
thus acquired. On the other hand, the vendors were to remain liable 
for all outstanding claims which had arisen under life I 
tracts prior to the 10th of May, and bound themselves, if the 
transfer was sanctioned by the court, to join in an application to tl 

court for payment to the purchasers of the sum of £5,500 with inter« 

thereon at 33 per cent. from the 10th of May out of the statutor 
deposit made by the vendors on the formation of iation. The 
sum of £5,500 was arrived at in this manner. On the 10th of M: 
the outstanding life assurance contracts of the association 262 i 
number, assuring an aggregate sum of £38,691 10s. The 
of these policies estimated in the manner pres ribed by section 5 

the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1872, but on a basis more favoui 
able to the assured both as regards expectation of life and 
rate of interest than os provided in the first schedule of the Act, 
was fixed at £5,500, and accordingly it was made part of the bargai 

that the purchasers should have assigned to them so much of the deposit 
as would have represented the interest of the transferred policy-holde: 

therein had the association been wound up without any transfer bei! 

made. On the 27th of September, 1909, the transfer was confirmed b 

the Scotch Court under section 14 of the Act of 1870, and on the 13t} 
of October the £1,000 was paid and the assignment completed. By 
the petition now before me, which is entitled in the matter of th 
‘ssociation and in the matter of the Life Assurance Companies Acts, 
1870 to 1872, the association and its liquidators and the purchasing 

company pray that the Consols and India 3} per cent. Stock now repre 

senting the deposit may be sold, and that out of the money to arise 
from such sale £5,500, with interest thereon at the rate of 3s per cent. 
per annum from the 10th of May, 1909, may be paid to the Fe Bose 
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company, and that the balance may be paid to the liquidators of the 
association. The evidence in support of the petition proves the fore- 
going facts, and, further, that all claims which matured under life 
assurance contracts prior to the 10th of May have been paid and dis- 
charged by the association, and that many of the policy-holders have 
paid their renewal premiums to the purchasing company. In these 


circumstances it is urged that, inasmuch as the purchasing company, | 


if an order be made on the petition, will receive out of the deposit 
the full sum which the transferred policy-holders would have been 
entitled to receive thereout in the liquidation of the association, the 
court ought not to retain the deposit or any part thereof, or, putting 
it in another way, it is argued that the excess of the deposit over and 
above the sum necessary to satisfy the claims of the policy-holders in 
the liquidation constitutes an asset of the association available for the 
payment of its debts and the discharge of its liabilities on contracts 
other than life assurance contracts, and ought now to be paid to the 
liquidators to be so applied. However convincing these contentions 
might have been had the liquidation of the association proceeded on 
other lines—that is to say, on the lines of determining the contracts 
with the assured and paying them the values of their several policies— 
I cannot regard them as in any way apposite to the condition of things 
which has heen brought about by the transfer of the contracts to the 
purchasing company. In truth and in fact there has been no liquida- 
tion properly so called in regard to the current policies; there has been 
a transfer of the business and a transfer, I may add, under section 14 
of the Act of 1870, and I think it is 4 ape to contend that that 
section does not apply to a transfer made by a company in liquidation 
exactly as it applies to a transfer made by a company as a going 
concern. This being the true nature of the transaction, what is 
there, apart altogether from any statutory protection for the policy- 
holder such as is to be found in section 7 of the Act of 1872, which 
entitles the insurers, in the absence of a release or of novation on the 
part of the assured, to take to themselves any part of the fund which 
by the contract: of assurance is appropriated as a security to the policy- 
holder? The association could not by transferring the contracts relieve 
itself of its liability thereunder, and on general principles I should 
have been prepared to hold that no part: of the deposit could be paid 
to the association until the court was satisfied that each and all of the 
assured had released the association from liability and thereby 
abandoned his and their contractual right to have the deposit retained 
to answer the claims under the policies. But the Legislature has not 
been content to leave the matter to be dealt with on general principles 
alone. Foreseeing that: endless disputes might arise upon the question 
whether in fact the assured by contract had released the transferring 
company, Parliament, by section 7 of the Act of 1872, expressly enacted 
that where a company has transferred its business to another company 
no policy-holder in the first-mentioned company who shall pay to the 
other company the premium accruing ‘due in respect of his policy shall 
by reason of any such payment or by reason of any other act be deemed 
to have abandoned any claim which he would have had against the 
first-mentioned company on due payments of premiums to such company 
or to have accepted in lieu thereof the liability of the other company 
unless such abandonment and acceptance have been signified by some 
writing signed by him or by his agent lawfully authorized. No such 
abandonment and acceptance by policy-holders of the association is 
suggested, and accordingly they still retain their full rights against 
the association and the deposit, and I have no power to order any 
portion of it to be paid to the association or their assignees, the pur- 
chasing company. In so deciding I am adopting in part the reasoning 
underlying the decision in x parte The Scottish Economic Life Assur- 
ance Society (45 Ch. D. 220), and in no way whatever differing from 
the judgment in Re Popular Life Assurance Co. (Limited) (1909, 1 Ch. 
80), or the reasons supporting it. I will either allow the petition to 
stand over generally, or if the petitioners desire to carry the matter 
further I will facilitate their so doing by now dismissing it.—CounseEx, 
Stewart Smith, K.C., and J. M. Gover. Soxrtcrrors, Andrews, Fawcus, 
Ogilvie, & Fisher. 
[Reported by 8. E. Writtrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Gourt—King’s Bench 
Division. 
WHINNEY ». MOSS STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). Hamilton, J. 
7th Feb. 


Suip—Bitt or Lapinc—Lien—UnsatTIisFiep Freicut Due spy Company 
-SHIPMENT BY RECEIVER AND MANAGER OF ComMpANY—RIGHT oF SHIP- 
OWNERS TO Exercise Lien AS AGAINST RECEIVER AND MANAGER. 


Ind, Coope, & Co. (Limited) had for a number of years shipped beer 
to Malta to their agents for sale there by the defendants’ line under 
bills of lading containing a clause giving the shipowners a lien on the 
yoods not only for the freight due thereon, but also for any previously 
unsatisfied freight due from shippers or consignees. In January, 1909, 
the plaintiff was appointed receiver and manager of Ind, Coope, & Co., 
and shortly after the defendants received shipping instructions in the 
following terms:—‘‘ Please deliver ale as below, charging to yours 
respectfully, Ind, Coope, & Co. By Arthur F. Whinney, receiver and 
manager, U.C.C.’’ The address given for delivery was ‘‘Ind, Coope, 
& Co. (Limited), care of Turnbull jun. & Somerville, Strata Reale, 
Valetta, Malta.”’ In their reply the defendants stated the amount 








freight for that particular shipment, and sent a bill of lading in the 
same form as in previous shvpments. The beer was shipped under 
that bill of lading, but as the money was owing to the ieloniante for 
freight charges in respect of former shipments, they claimed to exercise 
a lien in respect of the previously unsatisfied freight. 

Held, that the defendants were entitled to exercise the lien. 


The plaintiff, who was receiver and manager of the firm of Ind, 
| Coope, & Co. (Limited), claimed the sum of £171 19s. 10d. as money 
had and received by the defendants to the use of the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff was appointed receiver and manager on the 5th of January, 
1909, and on the 13th of January, 1909, he sent the following letter 
to Messrs. James Moss & Co., the managers of the defendant com- 
pany :—‘‘ The Brewery, Burton-on-Trent, January 13th, 1909.—Please 
deliver ale as below, charging to yours respectfully, Ind, Coope, & Co. 
(Limited). By Arthur F. Whinney, receiver and manager, C.C.C. Ind, 
Coope, & Co. (Limited), care of Turnbull, jun. & Somerville, Strata 
Reale, Valetta, Malta.’’ In their reply the defendants said : ‘‘ Please 
check the enclosed bill of lading, and if found incorrect please return 
to us immediately, as otherwise we can take no responsibility.’’ The 
bill of lading accompanying the letter contained the following 
clause :—‘‘ 3. That the shipowner, his manager, servants, and agents 
shall have a lien and right of sale by public auction over the goods 
shipped hereunder, not only for the freight and charges due thereon, 
whether payable in advance or not, but also for all amounts in any 
wise to become payable to them under the provisions of this bill 
of lading, although the same may not then be ascertained; and also 
in respect of any previously unsatisfied freight, inland or forwarding 
charges, primage, porterage, fines, costs, and other charges or amounts 
due either from shippers or consignees to the shipowner, or to the 
owners of any steamers of the Moss Line, or to their Liverpool agents ; 
and also for the costs and expenses (if any) of exercising any such 
lien, and to deduct from the proceeds of any sale the costs of and 
incidental thereto, or to the exercise of any such lien, as aforesaid.”’ 
The ale was duly shipped under that bill of lading, and as the 
defendants had a claim against Messrs. Ind, Coope, & Co. amounting 
to £171 19s. 10d. for unpaid freight in respect of former shipments, 
they claimed to exercise a lien for it upon the particular shipment, 
and refused to deliver the ale unless the amount due was paid. The 
plaintiff paid the amount under protest, and now claimed to recover 
it back. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff that he was 
making himself personally liable on the particular contract and did not 
make himself personally liable for the outstanding debts of the firm. It 
was submitted on behalf of the defendants that as the contract sent to 
the plaintiff contained the usual clauses of a bill of lading which had 
been used before, he was therefore liable. 

Hamitton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he thought 
Messrs. Ind, Coope, & Co, were the shippers, the principals for whom 
James Moss & Co. as agents received the goods to be put on board 
the vessel. The plaintiff gave instructions for the goods to be 
shipped on the terms that the contract was to contain the usual 
clauses of the bill of lading so long in use, and he gave instructions 
for the particular shipment in continuation of a course of business, 
and with no communication that the terms were to be altered—no 
such intimation as would lead to the inference that any different 
contract arose in the case of the particular shipment. In this case 
there was nothing to lead him to say that the carriage was on any 
terms other than those contained in the regular bill of lading used by 
the defendants. The result was that the defendants were entitled 
to judgment.—Counset, Darby; Dunlop. Soxicrrors, Davidson & 
Morris; Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., for Hill, Dickinson, & Co., Liver- 
pool, 


| 





[Reported by LEONARD C. THoMAS, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
Sussex Law Society. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Brighton, on Wednesday, the 2nd instant. Present :—Mr. W. F. 
Verrall, president (in the chair), Messrs. I. B. Burnand, H. Cane, 
C. Somers Clarke, T. Eggar, T. M. Eggar, J. H. Sussex Hall, E. W. 
Hobbs, W. Graham Hooper, K. Loader, T. Smith, F. B. Stevens, 
W. Stevens, W. Stuckey, J. G. Tibbits, C. H. Waugh, H. M, Williams, 
A. C. Woolley, and A. C. Borlase. 

The report and statement of accounts were adopted and directed 
to be sent to all solicitors practising in Sussex. 

Mr. W. F. Verrall was re-elected president for the ensuing year. 

The following committees were elected :— 

General Committee.—Messrs. H. Cane, C. Somers Clarke, T. Eggar, 
E. W. Hobbs, R. B. Pope, C. H. Waugh, A. C. Woolley, the Presi- 
dent, the Ex-President, and the Honorary Secretaries. 

Library Committee.—Messrs. H. Cane, J. H. Sussex Hall, E. W. 
Hobbs, C. V. Johnson, K. Loader, F. B. Stevens, H. M. Welsford, 
the President, and the Honorary Secretaries. 

Education Committee.—Messrs. H. M. Blaker, T. Eggar, A. O. 
Jennings, R. B. Pope, F. B. Stevens, A. C. Woolley, and the President. 

Messrs. J. W. Howlett and A. C. Borlase were re-elected hon. secs. 
and treasurers. 

A vote of thanks was passed to the president, the committees, and 
the hon, secs. for their services during the past year. 
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T he Bar Council. 
The following candidates have been duly elected members of the 
General Council of the Bai me — “ 
*W. F. K. Taylor, K.C.. +Ashworth James 


*P. Ogden Lawrence, K.C. *H. W. Disney 
*W. English Harrison, K.C. +C. F. Lowenthal 
*J. Scott Fox, K.C Fr k Newbolt 


*N. Micklem, K.C. p \ ’ 
+W. P. G. Boxall, K.C tOwen Thompson 
*Montague Shearman. K.C C. Douglas Pennant 





& WE EKLY REPORTER. Feb. 19 1910, 








The pe Chief £ Justice e eg been suffering from —_ hemorrhage 
and has been a at Leicester for some days. He 
on Wedne sday last. 


| Mr. Millard Fillmore Woodrow, B.A., of Christ Church, Oxford, 
has been elected to the Vinerian Law Scholarship, 1910. Mr. Woodroy 


turned to London 


gained a first class in the final honour school of Jurisprudence in 1909. 
| 

| It is stated that, owing to the meeting of a new Parliament, and 
| the necessity for swearing-in the Peers, the ame 1 business of the 
| House of Lords has, for the time, been suspended. The ] lords will 


ee fee KO uP ‘ep | Clarke | it is expected, resume the hearing of appeals on the 28th inst 
*R. B. D. Acland, K.C +J. B. Matthew We understand that the president of the ‘ Mr. W. H 
+A. F. Peterson, K.C. tW. D. M s | Winterbotham), the vice president (Mr. H. n), Mr. D 
*Ceorge Borthwick HCill Hurst Mr. Eggar, Mr. Ellett, and Mr. Garrett (m Ce 
t+Arthur H. Poyser ro Cuthbert | Provost of University College, London (Dr. vy Fostei I 
2e-elected me mbe 15). tNe m< mb Q } Gene1 il Byng, Mr. =. Willes Chitty, Mr. Ed I }4 od, P if 
| J. H. Morgan, Professor A. F. Murison, Dr. Odgers, K.( l 


Legal News. 


Appointments 


Mr. Harry Gori PRITCHARD, s¢ tor (of the firm of Sharpe, 
Pritchard, & Co.), has heen appointed Secretary of the Association of 
Municipal Corporatio n the place of Mi \. G. Pritchard, who has 
retired. 

Sin Davin Bryn n JONES, K.C., M.P., 1 beer pointed Recorde1 


of Merthyr Tydvil 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution 





Srpney Hacker, Haronp Gave M ' : 1 Ricwarp pe Vert 
Wurreway-WILkInson, solicitors (H PF, 3 moi & Wilkinsor 
Newton Abbot and Chudleigh. Feb. 4 ‘ ds Richard d 
Vere Whitewav-Wilkinson ; ’ d Sid I nd Harold Gave 
Michelmore will continue to practi unde the stvle of Hacker 
Michelmore, Gazette, Feb. 15. 


General. 


It is stated that Mr. John Ss 


at the Law Courts, died last wee! He tv-six years of age, and 
was for thirts ! \ I clerk to Mh J tie North, on whose 
retirement he became clerk to Mr. Vesey, the Official Referee. 

Judge Bacon held a long sittir t the Bl ~omsbury Court on the 
14th inst., says the Vrening Standard His honour took his seat at 
eleven o'clock, and at 1.20 adjourned for ten minutes for a light 
luncheon. Upon hi retur he t until } lf-past eight. During a 
seven-hours’ sitting he did not leave the bench for one minute. Th 
work he had to perform was of a dive fied character, concluding 
with a street collision case, all the point f which had to be laid 


before a jury After his labou Jud Bacon drove home to hi 


dinner at, half-past. nine. The follow n ling he was in his place 
at. the accustomed time. 

In his address at the annual dinner he Leicester Law Students’ 
Society, on the 10th inst., Lord Alverst said that in the old days, 
when he started at the Bar, there wv verv little organisation for the 
education of barristers, and still less f your solicitors It was a 





matter for congratulation that throuch tl Universities now scattered 
through the land they had law faculties and law lecturers who were 
able to do more than merely cram students for the purposes of 
examinations. Recognising as he did the improved opportunities which 
young students now had, he ventured to ask them to iil themselves 
of those opportunities from the pi t ly nt of iew in order to 
fit themselves for their profession in tl future They should try to 
get a grasp of legal principles. There youl solicitors and 
young barristers who were wonderful hands at remembering cases, 
but if they could only remember ind nilate the principles involved 
in those cases it would be of very much greater assistance to them. 
Which of the many text books that crowd the lawyers’ shelves is 
the oldest? asks a writer in the Glohe Mr. Bedwell, the Librarian 
of the Middle Temple, in an interesting article in the Law Magazine 
and Review, awards the premier place to Prideaux’s ‘‘ Churchwarden’s 
Guide,”’ the first edition of which w published in 1701, and the latest 
in 1895. The second place is given to Rol n’ The Common Law 





of Kent: or the Customs of Gavelkind.’’ which was ori rinally pub 
lished in 1741, and of which the late Mr. Elton, Q.C., prepared a 
fifth edition in 1897. Mr. _ d vell, wl onfines his survey to hooks 
which have been periodical brought up to date, awards the third 
place to Blackstone’s yw ntaries.”’ The only other book he 
mentions which is more than one hundred years old is Woodfall’s 


‘“Law of Landlord and Tenant,’’ but another well-known work in 
daily use, ‘‘ Russell on Crimes.’ a new edition of which has just 
been prepared by Mr. W. F. Craies and Mr. Leonard Kershaw, is 
rapidly approaching its centenary. 








Mr. Edward F. Turner are amongst those who have accepted 
invitation of the prine ipal and teaching staff for the students’ recepti 
to be held on Wednesday eV ening next. 











isgow engineer, named John Fleck Dickie, who was living rt 
from his wife, entered, says the T7'imes, the office of Messrs. A. and 
W. M. Murray, writers, West George-street, Peco red in convers: 
tion with Mr. Archibald Murray, who was the legal advis« f Mrs 
Dickie. In the course of the interview Dickie str Mr. M 
over the head with a stick, and then seized him and stabbed m 
in the neck. Mr. Murray ran downstairs to the premises of M 
Bryce an Rumff, drysalters, and medical aid v ummoned, It 
found that, although he had lost a large quantity of blood, his wound 
was not a serious one. He was removed to the Roval Infirmary Mhe 
police, on entering the office, found Dickie lying « he fl t 





his throat cut. He died almost immediately. 

At the Leicester Assizes on the 10th inst.. say th Times, befor 
the Lord Chief Justice William James Curtis solicitor, ple ied 
“(nl ilty ” to fraudule tly converting to his own use £15 I 











of Marv Lucy Kaley, entrusted to him for the p irpose of putti it 
on mortgage. There were three other similar charges, to all of 

the pri oner pleaded **Guilty.’’ Counsel for the prosecution statec 
that the prisoner became bankrupt and absconded in September, 190: 
When his affairs were inquired into it was found th ther 
deficiency of something like £12,000. He had made a numbe f 
payments professing to be interest on mortgages, but there were no 
corresponding mortgages. These payments represented a su f 
£6,000, ostensibly out on mortgage. but the prisoner had co ed 
the principal to his own use. Thirteen cases of the kind had en 


could ill afford to lose it Counsel for the prisener said the prisoner 
had no desire to palliate his offences. He had drifted into them throug] 
financing local builders at a time when there was a beom in the 
local building trade, and he had to borrow la sums from 
bank. He felt his arrest to be a distinct relief, and had assisted 


investigated. In several instances the money belonged to people 


— in every way possible since he had been in custody. The Lord 
Chief Justice passed sentence of five years’ penal servitude. 





: Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Emerocexcy <Apprkat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Date. Rota. No. 2. Jovor. Swinren Eapy, 
Monday ...Feb. 21 Mr Goldschmidt Mr Greswell Mr Church Mr Beal 
Tuesday ..... - 22 Synge Gok cee Theed Greawell 
Wednesday ...... 23 Church Syng Golds it 
Thursday .....0.+ 24 Theed Shave fh Synge 
Friday ine Bloxam Theed Church 
Saturday ......00e Farmer Bloxam Theed 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice € Mr. Just 
Date. WARRINGTON. NEVILLE. EvE 
Monday Feb. 21 Mr Farmer Mr Synge Mr Mr Borrer 
Tuesday ...... 22 Leach Church Real 
Wed ow a 23 Borret Theed Greswell 
Thursday . . 24 seal Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Friday ..ccccccesss 25 Greswell Farmer Synge 
Saturday ......... 26 Goldschmidt Leach Church 





° ° ° 
Winding-up Notices. 
> 
London Gazette,—Faivay, Feb. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANORRY. 

ALEXANDRIA Borupine Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up. presented Jan 12, directed to be 
heard at the Sessions Hall, Preston, on March 1. Russell & Russell, Bolton, solors 
for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named Lot later than 6 


o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 28 : ' 
Avice Proprietary Mines (Reopesia), Lrpo—Creditors are required, on or before 
Marc h 24, to send thelr names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or, 
claime, tn Sidney Pears, 14, George st, Mansion House. Ingle & Co, New Broad st 


solors to liquidator 
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Batten F B. Q. Co, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 5, directed to be heard 
on Feb 22. Shaw, Chancery In, solor for netner. Notice of anpearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 21 

Groce Savier & Co, J.tro>—Petn for winding up. presented Feb 5, directed to be heard 
on Feb 22. Wansey & Co, Moorgate st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must 
reach the ahove-namei not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 21 

Gaeewvreiy Conservative Crus Co, Lrp—Cretitors are required, on or before March 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Edward Mallandain, Birch Nook, Greenfield, nr Oldham. Ramsden & Co, 
Huddersfield, solors for liquidator 

Hore. Cuataam, Lrp—Petn for winding up. directal to he heard Feb 8, was 
adjourned, and will be heard Feb 22, Tilling, Davonshire chmbrs, Bishops- 
gate, slor for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than Feb 21 

Kroperuineter Lanpep Investuent Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims t. Ellis William Talbot, 36. Church st, Kidderminater 

Lacuna Esrawora Co, Lrp (tx Liqurvation).—Creditors are required, on or before 
Mar 25, to 2end their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Herbert Noel Stenley Wilson and Henrv Watts, River Plate House, South 
pl, Finsbury. Bischoff & Co, Gt Winchester at, solors for the liqnidators 

Mitumaw Hunt & Co, Lto—Oreditors are reqnired, on or before Feb 26, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of the'r debts or claims, to John Stephen 
Dndbrides, Stroud 

Narrowat Foursrsurwa Oo, Lrp—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 3, d'rected to 
be heard Feb 22 at 10.30. Laneford & Redfern, Moorgate Station chmbrs, Moorfields, 
solors for petner. Notice of apnearing must reach the above-named not later than 

6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 21 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Feb. 15, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep 1N CHANCERY. 


Bert. Ewutsoy, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 2, to snd their names 
end addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Warlow, 7, Moor- 
fields, Liverpool, liquidator. ’ 

Fituevt & Co (tw Votunrary Ligurpatton) —Creditors are required, on or before 
Apri 11, to send their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, 

*‘to William Alfred Noel, 10, Wyeverne rd, Cardiff, liquidator 

Grover Manvuracturtne Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 10, directed to 
be heard Feb 25 Francomb, Manchester, sclor for the petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feh 24 

Jouw Gainprop, Lrp, Rocapatr—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 19, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
Edmund Lord, South parade, Rochdale, Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale, solors for 
the liquidator 

Monogram Om. Co or Great Brrrary, Lrp (in Vortuntary Liquipatron)— 
Creditors are required, on or before March 25, to send th3ir names and addresses, 
and the particulars’of their debts or claims, to Reginald Chanter, 177, The Vale, 
Acton, W. John B. & F. Purchase, Regent st, solors for ths liquidator 

Pottock & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 4, directed to he heard before 
the court at St Thomas’s st, Portsmouth, Feb 24. at 10.30. Vinall & Sons, Lawes, 
solors for the vetner. Notice of apnearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 23. 

Presto Compinep LappEer AND Trap Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before 
Mar 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or 
claims, to A C Nash, 11, Rose st, Newgate st, liquidator 

Srecratist Press, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles John 

Geoffrey Palmonr, 32, Old Jewry, liquidator * 

Surrey Newspaper Co, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 9, directed to be 
heard Feb 22. Martin & Nicholson, Queen at, solors for the patners. Notice of 
anperring must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Feb 21 

Wematey, Lrn—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 8, directed to be heard Mar 1, 
Camp & Co, Bedford row, solors for the petners. Notice of anpearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 28 





High Court Pet Nov19 
saac, Wiiiiam, Boseombe 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb, 11. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Barrzy, Tuomas Artnur, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield 9 Ord Feb 9 


Beysiow, Harry Ricnarp, Wolverhampton, Gentlemen's Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Futpay, Feb, ll. 
Oxrorp Pvsirsarva Co. (Bracksvrm), Lro. 
Hovtpsworta, Writs, & Warrmore, Lr. 
Dereuron Bowitne Green Co, Lro. 
H, Carpewrer, Lro. 
Cc. R. Crark (Sroxe-on-Trent), Lrp. 
Hopesow & Sreanp, Lrp. 
Hewerson’s, Lrp. 
Tuos. Inprrson & Co, Lro. 
Mowoeram On Co. or Gaeat Brrrain, Lro. 
Ivy Bawk, Lr. 
Scuonert Parenr Compostrions, Lrp. 
Ransorwaner Synpicare, Lro. 
Joun Henry Watton, Lro. 
Corntsa Consotrparep Tin Mixes, Lrp. 
Coanisa Trust, Lrp. 
Corntsn Devecopuent Co Lrp. 
Saoresam Suiprernae Co, Lrp. 
ALICE Proprigrary Mines (Raopesta), Lrp. 


ELondon Gazette.—Touxspay, Feb, 15, 
IwcAHUARA Drevartne Co, Lrp (Reconstruction). 
Cavepowra Sreamsutp Co, Lrp. 
Cotteace Co, Harrogate, Lrp, 
Lasrousse & Co, Lrp. 
Mrpa.ey & Srupsos, Lrp. 
Sunyy Banx Corrace Co, Lro. 
Bett Euison, Lrp. (Reconstruction). 
Horet Caataam, Urp. 
R. Epson & Co, Lrp. 





Merchant Poole Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb8 
Joyes, Josepn, Bridgnorth, Painter Shrewsbury Pet Feb 


Antt-Vreration Incanpescest Lrauriaa Co, Lro. 

Tewxespory Reaorts, Atacetic Sports anv Hoaricutrvrat Co, Lrp. 
Ger, Atcuan, & Co, Lr. 

Ronert H. B. Neat, Lrp. 

Lonpon Orrntron, Lro. 


The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 

Feb. 22.— Messrs, Denennamu, Tewson, Ricwarpson & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold and Leasehold Property; aud on March 22, Freehold Investment (see adver 
tisement, back page, this week). 

Feb, 23.—Messra, Baxter, Payne & Lerper, at the Mart, at2: Freehold Estate (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 


Mar. 2.—Mesers. Satter, Rex & Co,., at the Mart, at 3: Freehold Ground-Rent (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions awn Lire Porrcres. 

Messrs. H. KE. Fosrer & Cranetecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 991) of the 
above-named Interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard E.C., on Thursday last, when 
the following lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realised being 
£5,175 :— 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 


To £2,742 sen ° oe eve eee eve ooo ose .. Sold £470 

To £300 Ra ‘ae ove one von ove » _ £130 

To £5,000 nd - wan oa er ae “e woe fp, £2,400 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE— 

For £1,000 one one eee oes vce — eee oes oe £820 


For £1,000 ove eee oe eee ove oe ooo ose eee » £1065 
For £1,200... eee vee eee ove ose eee ove coe = gp Ss 310 


Hutton, Wiitiam, Southgate rd, Islington, Greengrocer | WaLker, Jonn Awtiey, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 


Ord Feb 7 Feb7 Ord Feb 7 ith 

Park, Bourne h, Coal | Watker, Witiiam, Eaglescliffe, Durham, Blacksmit 

8 ~~ _eca, : Stockton on Tees Pet FebS Ord Febs 

Wesr,@xomas, Barnacle, Warwick Coventry Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 9 

WILkrnsoy, Witt1am Epmunp, Gateshead Newcastle on 


Wuuiams, Josern Joux, Aberayon, Glam, Labourer 


Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 9 | Kirk, James, Knutsford, Chester, Upholsterer Manchester Tyne Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Outfitter Wolverhampton Pet Jan12 Ord Feb7 

Biack, Davin, Fleet rd, Hampstead, Restaurant Pro- | 
prietor High Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Feb8 

Bowery, Henry, Lilanelly. Carmarthen, Butcher Car- | 
marthen Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb7 

Braniox, T Anprew, Rarkston gdns, Kensington, Pur- 


Lamiy, Georar, Headon cum 


Pet Jan27 Ord Feb7 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb9 


| i 
chasing Agent High Court Pet Jan24 Ord FebS | Lyow, CraupE S8rvart, Totley Rise, Totley, Derby, Motor 
Company Manager Sheffield Pet Fed8 Ord Feb 8 
| Martin, ALrrep, Stanton Hill, Notts, Newsagent and 
Miner Nottingham Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 
Masow, Samuent THomas, Cinderbank, Netherton, Dudley, atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Worcester, General Dealer Dudley Pet Feb 7 Ord Braxton, T Anprew, Barkston gdns, Kensington, Pur- 


Brick, Joun, Alexandra Park rd, Warehouseman Edmon- 
ton Pet Jan3 Ord Feb7 | 

Burpatt, Samuet, Ashby. Lincs, General Dealer Great 
Grimsby Pet Feh8 Ord Feb 3 

Bi RForD & Co, Cardiff, Building Material Merchants Car- 
diff Pet Jan7 Ord Feb4 Feb 7 


zorD, James, Little Lever, Lancs, Boot Dealer Boulton 


Upton, Notts, Farmer Lin- Neath Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


coln Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 
Laur, Aaroy, Whitecross st, General Draper High Court 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 25: 


Oxeyrorp, Atrrep Henry, Leathwaite rad, Clapham 
Common High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Buiackx, Davip, Hampstead, Restaurant Proprietor Feb 22 








tr hits aaa ta aL 


Busery, Natuan, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Dairyman Brad- 
ford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 ‘ 
Carrenter, Grorar CLeveriey, Cardiff, Bootmaker Car- 
diff Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Cartwaicat, Wiitam Sanpers, Loampit vale, Lewisham, 
vevettune Manufacturer Greenwich Pet Jan10 Ord 
eb3 


Cuivers, Toomas Epwarp. Harleston, Norfolk, Baker 
Ipswich Pet Jan25 Ord Feb8 

Cotter, Hersert James, Moreton in the Marsh, Glos, 
Farmer Banbury Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Daory, Witt1am, Broadstone, Dorset Poole Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 9 

Dayiets, Toom as, Swansea, Confectioner Swansea Pet 
Jan 27 Ord Feb 7 

Davies, Awevurin, Treorky, Haulier Pontypridd Pet Feb 
8 Ord Feb 8 

Earp, James Sratey, Clowne, Derby, Builder Sheffield 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 

Exes-Toomas, Joun, Liverpool, Variety Artiste High 
Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

Garwarran, Joun, Gateshead, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb7 

Gortpinc, E Wixarrep, Guildford Guildford Pet Jan 17 
Ord Feb 9 

Harcuer, Kate Symons, Portscatho, Gerrans, Cornwall 
Truro Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 


Metsom, A T, Sydenham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Greenwich Pet Jan14 Ord Feb 8 

Nort, Grorar, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Coal Merchant 
Huddersfield Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Pearson, Joun Wirttiam, Huddersfield, Fish Dealer 
Huddersfield Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Prayrorp, Wittiam Heston. Gt Grimsby, Skipper Gt 
Grimeby Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

Sacu, Lewis Jonn, and Evgar Grorar Harpy Ricnarps, 
—em Jewellers Liverpool Pet Jan 8 Ord 
‘eb 4 

Seweryi, Wiirtam, Elizabeth st, Eaton sq, Veterinary 
Surgeon HighCourt Pet Feb9® Ord Feb 9 

Smitu, Joun Hersert, Northampton, Tanner Northamp- 
ton Pet Jan11 Ord Feb9 

Smiru, Josepu, Torquay, Fruiterer Exeter Pet Feb 8 





Ord Feb 8 

Sranyer, Freverick, Chester, Plumber Chester Pet Feb 
7 Ord Feb7 

Tarot, Coartes Kowarp Wir.iam, Brockley, Engineer 
Greenwich Pet Jan13 Ord Febs 

Tetiry, Wittiam, Leeds, Newsagent Leeds Pet (Feb8 
Ord Feb 8 . 

Tavuriow, Henry James, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Tooir, James, Hazelville rd. Hornsey In, Accountant High 
Court Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 


chasing Agent Feb 21 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
st 


Bravetonr, Frepericx, Paignton, Devon, Artist Feb 25 at 
11 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Browx, Agtuvur, Nottingham, Greengrocer Feb 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Bureaows, Wacter Wituiam, Cheltenham, Surgeon Dentist 
Feb 19 at 3.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

BusneLy. Exizanera, Southport, Boot Dealer Feb 23 at 
11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

CARNAFFAN, Jonny, Gateshead, Grocer Feb 22 at 11 Off 
Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Cartwricht, Witttam Sanpers, Lewisham, Furniture 
Manufacturer Feb2lat12 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge 

Cass«uy, Jouyx, Birmingham, Furrier Feb 22 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Dacey, Wit1i1aM, Broadstone, Dorset Feb 21 at 12.50 Off 
Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

DAnNIELs, THomas, Swansea, Confectioner Feb 22 at 11 Off 
Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, Swansea 

Davies, Anevain, Treorky, Glam, Haulier Feb 22 at 11 
Off Rec, Post Office chmbra, Taff st, Pontypridd 

Emes-Tuomas, Joun, Liverpool, Variety Artiste Feb 21 
at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Fetoatr, Atrrep Eanest, and WiiiiaM Storey, Reading, 
Electrical Engineers Feb 23 at 12 14, Bedford row, 

ndon 




























THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. Feb. 19, 1910. 





























OPYRIGH 


New Life for No ervous Sufferers! 


“*My nerves are in an awlul state!” 

That is the daily despondent cry of millions of people whose life is 
made a misery by nervous conditions which, if unchecked, may lead to 
the gravest consequences. 


To such sufferers there is the possibility of a ‘new life” with the 
restoration of all the old feeling of physical strength and mental exhilara- 
tion which made life worth living. 


This ‘‘new life” is offered by Sanatogen, whose merits more than 
twelve thousand physicians have proclaimed in enthusiastic letters, describing 
the marvellous results they have obtained by what is, admittedly, the 
world’s supreme revitaliser of nerves, brain, and body. 


Sanatogen is, therefore, pre-eminently beneficial in nervous debility and 
breakdown, weakened and disordered nerves, brain-fag, insomnia, loss of 
memory, disordered digestion and dyspepsia, anzemia, loss of vitality, and 
the loss of weight and strength which are the inevitable consequences of 
wasting diseases like Consumption. 





SSS 





Sanatogen’s action is due to its constituents—milk proteids and glycero- 
phosphate of sodium, chemically combined to form a new compound 
which is at once a food and a tonic, profoundly powerful in its result, 
yet so bland and mild in itself that doctors constantly prescribe it for 
young children. 


Sanatogen is admittedly the supreme restorative in convalescence from 
all acute diseases, for it is easily digested, rapidly assimilated, and 
perfectly absorbed. 

Hundreds of thousands of people, among whom are many well-known 
men and women, have voluntarily testified that Sanatogen has restored 
them to perfect health. A selection from their letters appears on this 
page. 

Sanatogen may be obtained of all chemists. Price 1/9 to 9/6. Descrip- 
tive pamphlets will be sent free on application to The Sanatogen Co., 


12, Chenies Street, London, W.C. 


Send a post-card to-day, mentioning “‘ Solicitors’ Journal.” 





SIR GILBERT PARKER, M.P.: 


“I have used Sanatogen with extraordinary benefit. It is 
a true food tonic, feeding the nerves, increasing the energy, and 
giving fresh vigor to the over-worked body and mind.” 


SIR FREDERICK MILNER, Bart.: 


“| have been taking Sanatogen for some time and it seems 
both to nourish me and give me strength. 


LORD EDWARD CHURCHILL: 


“I have derived benefit from taking Sanatogen.” 





ISANATO GEN 


LORD RONALD SUTHERLAND GOWER: 


“Sanatogen has done me far more good than all the 
waters of Bath or Harrogate.” 


LADY HEN RY SOMERSET: 


“Undoubtedly Sanatogen restores, sleep, invigorates the 
nerves, and braces the patient to health. 


SIR WILLIAM BULL, M.P.: 


“I consider your preparation, Sanatogen, is of decided value. 
It performs that which it promises to do, and | have recommended 
it to several friends,” 
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Fennett, Eveas, Pontypridd, Fishmonger Feb 21 at 8 
Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Gut, Lean, and Toomas Wysyam Hucues, Lozells, Bir- 
mingham, Drapers Feb 25a; 11,30 Ruskin chmbrs, 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

HartLanp, Greorce Farmer, Birmingham, Grocer Feb 
2 at 12.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir. 


ingham 

Hicks, W1Lt14M, Bankyfelin, Carmarthen, Miller Feb 19 
atll Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Huuiock, Joy, Bolton, Kirkbythore, Westmorland, 
Farmer feb 19 at 12 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
ang in Furness 

Hutton, Wit.14M, Southgate rd, Islington, Greengrocer 
Feb 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Caow st 

Isaac, Wittiam, Boscombe Park, Bournemouth, Coal 
Merchant Feb19at11.30 Arcadechmbrs (first floor), 
Bournemouth 

Lavs, Aazon, Whitecross st,General Draper Feb 21 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Luxx, Joun, Underriver, Seal, Kent, Farmer Feb 28 at 11 
Bridge Hotel, Broadway, Tunbridge Wells 

MixsHuLt, THomas, Chorlton, Backford, Chester, Farmer 
Feb 21 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Mogzis, Davip, Pontyeats, Carmarthen, Tailor Feb 19 at 
11.30 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

New ine, Samugy, Hitchin, Herts, Baker Feb 24 at 11 
Court house, Luton 

Puturs, Huserr Witserrorce, Bowdon, Chester, 
_— Feb19 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches- 

r 


Sacu, Lewis Joun, and Encar Grorez Harpy Ricnarps, 
Liverpool, Jewellers Feb 22 at 2 Off Rec, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham 

Sxewelt, WILLA, Elizabeth st, Eaton sq, Veterinary Sur- 
geon Feb 23at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Suaw, Sypygy Huvusert, Ashton on Mersey, Cheshire, 
Theatrical Artiste Feb 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 

SmitH, JosePu, Torquay, Fruiterer Feb 21 at 10.30 Off 
Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Tettey, Witi1am, Leeds, Newsagent Feb 22 at 11 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Toots, James, Hazelville rd, Hornsey In, 
Feb 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wixrnson, Witt1am Epmunp, Gateshead Feb 19 at 11 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 


ADJ UDICATIONS. 


yo yo Wituam, Albemarle st, Picca- 

illy, ectric erapeutic Specialiss High Court 

Pet July 31 Ord Feb 7 = ve 

Bowen, Henny, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Butcher Carmar- 
then Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Burpatt, Samuet, Ashby, Lincs, 

Grimsby Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 
CotteTt, Herpert James, Moreton in the Marsh, Farmer 
‘ erg | Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

ORNELL BNEST, Jewry st, Aldgate,’ Mercha: i 

Court Pet Jan 7 Ord Feb7 . - 
—— bt oe Broadstone, Dorset Poole, Pet Feb 9 
Davis, Aygurin, Treorky, Haulier Pontypri 
: a po y ontypridd Pet Feb 

ARP, JAMES STaLey, Clowne, Derby, Builde: 

Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 setdagmconlianaeiicg 
Easton, Joszru FRepeRick BLancHARD, Woburn Sands, 
2 — 5 “ro Pet Jan31 Ord Febs 

MEs-THOMAs, JOHN iverpool, Variety Artiste i 
_ Court Pet Feb7 Ord eb 7 send = _— 
FEe.aateE, Atreep Eryest,and Wit11aM Srorry, Read- 
ing, pe Engineers Reading Pet Feb 5 Ord 
e 
Git, Lean, and Tuomas Wysnam Hucurs, Lozells, Bir- 
—. Drapers Birmingham Pet Dec 20 Ord 
‘eb 
Hatcurr, Kate Symons, Portscatho, Gerrans, Cornwall 

Truro Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
Hayes, Henry, Cotham, Bristol, Timber Merchant Bris- 

tol Pet Jan25 Ord Feb 9 
Isaac, WitL1aM, Boscombe pk, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant 

Poole Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 
Janke, Ernest Oscar, Frederick st, Caledonian rd, Baker 
K High Court PetFeb5 Ord Feb 5 

he Pea penteed, Chester, Upholsterer Manchester 
Laut, Gzorcr, Headon cum Upton, Notts, Farmer Lin- 
: coln es Feb 7 Ord Feb7 
RFkOy, C Jxrrary A, Ashburn pl, Cromwell rd High 
Court Pet Nov 22” Ord Feb S’’ r 


Accountant 


General Dealer Gt 








Loagp, James, Little Lever, Lancs, Boot Dealer 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Lusasn, Sotomon, Long In, Borough, General Draper 
High Court Pet Jan25 Pet feb9 

Lyon, Craupe Stuart, Lotley Rise, Totley, Derby, Motor 
Company Manager Sheffield Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 5 

Mantin, ALFRED, Station Hill, Notts, Newsagent Notting- 
ham Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Mason, Samuet Tuomas, Cinder Bank, Netherton, Dudley, 
ae General Dealer Dudley Pet Feb 7 Ord 

eb7 

Nisset, Epwarp Lawrence Pest, Philbeach gdns, Ken- 
sington High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb5 

Nostru, Georce, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Coal Merchant 
Hudderstield Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 

Parry, Rossrt, Eaton Constantine, mr Cressage, Sulop, 
Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 9 

Pearson, Jonn Wi.tiam, Paddock, Huddersfield, Fish 
Dealer Hudderstield Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Prayrorp, Wittiam Heston, Gt Grimsby, Skipper Gt 
Grimsby Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Porres, THomas, and Wicuiam Manvev Porter, Fen- 
=. st, Ship Brokers High Court Pet Dee 24 Ord 

‘eb 10 

Ricu, Tuomas, Leyton, Essex, Boot Dealer High Court 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Feb 9 

ScHWaRzwAELLER, Hueco Paut Gustav, Lanercost rd, 
Tulse mll High Court Pet Jan13 Ord Feb7 

8corr, Sir Douatas Epwarp, Winterborne, Kingston, nr 
Blandford, Dorset Dorchester Pet Nov 30 Ord Feb 9 

Sewe., Wii.14m, Elizabeth st, Eatonsq, Veterinary Sur- 
geon High Court Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Smiru, Josern, Torquay, Fruiterer Exeter Pet Feb 8 
Ord Feo 8 

Svranyer, Frepericx, Chester, Plumber Chester Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Tetitex, Wituiam, Leeds, Newsagent Leeds Pet Feb 8 
Ord Feb 8 

Tuomas, ‘'nomas, Lamphey Park, Lamphey, Pembroke, 
Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet Feb2 Ord Feb7 

Tuurtow, Henry James, Gt Yarmouth, Butcher Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

TooLe, James, Hazellville rd, Hornsey In, Accountant 
High Court Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Waker, Joun ALLEN, Swansea, Grocer 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Waker, Wivu1am, Eaglescliffe, Durham, Blacksmith 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Wess, Tuomas, Barnacle, Warwick Coventry Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 9 

Witkinson, Witt1am Epmunp, Gateshead Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Witulams, Joseph Jony, Aberavon, 
Neath Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 25: 
Oxenrorp, Atyrep Henry, Leathwaite rd, Clapham Com- 
mon, Surrey HighCourt Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Srenson, Tuomas Cooper, Mansfield, Notts, Plumber and 
Glazier Nottingham Adjud May 26, 1909 Annul 
Jan 21, 1910 


Swansea Pet 


Glam, Labourer 


London Gaxetie.—Turspay, Feb. 15, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


“AnaeL, WituiaM Tuomas, Russell rd, wy ty Hotel 
Proprietor High Court Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
BarHaM, ALFRED, Barnsley, Tailor Barnsley Pet Jan 14 
Ord Feb 10 

Brarp, Lucy Avausta, Broseley, Salop, Licensed Victualler 
Shrewsbury Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Beck, Heyry, Doncaster, Architect Sheffield Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 

300K ATZ, JosePH, Leeds, Glass Merchant Leeds Pet Feb 
12 Ord Feb 12 

Brown, Anprew, Lowestoft, General Cooper Great Yar- 
mouth PetJani12 Ord Feb 11 

Byna, Isaac, Southsea, Hants, Hire Carter Portsmouth 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Cartwright, Harry, Waterloo, Ashton under Lyne, 
Licensed Victualler Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 9 

Copp, Joun Witu14M, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Jan 
17 Ord Feb 10 

Dickmay, Matitpa, West Ham, Baker High Court Pet 


| 





Bolton | Francxuin, Wittiam, Harrow rd High Court Pet Ded 
22 Ord 1 


Feb1 

Gerry, THomas, Okehampton, Devon, Rabbit Trapper 
Plymouth Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Goutpsrein, Annie, Roman rd, Bow, Draper High Court 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 10 

Goxpsrgix, 8, Wilkes st, Spitalfields, Baker High Court 
Pet Jani8 Ord Feb 11 

Gregson, Grorar, Brierfield, Lancs, Weaver Burnley Pet 
Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Hasaooo, Samus, Vernon, Wimbledon, Photographer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 10 

Hartmann, Joun P, Andover rd, Holloway, Baker High 
Court Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb 11 

Hopason, Tom, Wyke, Bradford, Licensed Victualler Brad- 
ford Pet Febi1l Ord Feb 11 

Hoiman, Fespericx, Exeter, Tobacconist 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Howes, W, Broadway, Cricklewood, Draper High Court 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 11 

Howe, Watrer, Frizinghall, Bradford, Commercial 
Traveller Bradford Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Huaues, Joun Epwarp, Beaumaris, Anglesey, Gas Works 
Proprietor Bangor Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Host, Caarves, Forge Mills, Redditch, Needle Scourer 
Birmingham Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Jacxsoy, Witiiam, Rochdale, Lancs, Marble Merchant 
Rochdale Pet Dec17 Ord Feb 11 

Luyn, Jony, Coxbench, Derby, Fishmonger Derby Fet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

MocPaartain, Cuarues, Chorley, Lancs, Marine Store Dealer 
Bolton Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb1l 

Mitiar, Bertram Joun, Stephens st, Tottenham Court rd 
Engineer High Court Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Morea, Cecit, and E rragnos, Shepperton Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 10 

Noatu, Bexviman, Shipley, Yorks, Fruiterer 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Partinaton, Witiiam, Bolton, Lancs, Corset Maker 
Bolton Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Paucetr, Henry, Brynamman, Carmarthen Carmarthen 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Ritey, Joan, Warwick, Plumber Warwick Pet Feb 12 
Ord Feb 12 

Smita,‘ SaHaprach Wiiuiam, Great Fransham, Norfolk, 

blican Norwich Pet Keb11 Ord Feb lt 

Tuomason, Tuomas, Heaton Mersey, Lancs, Grocer’s Assist- 
ant Stockport Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 11 

Tucker, Henry Avpert, and Minnie Rosina Buanyin, 
Kingswood, Bristol, Boot Manufacturers Bristol Pet 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Vincent, Atpert, Maesteg, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Watters, Mania, Axbridge, Somerset, Grocer Wells 
Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 11 

Wuirriaw, Artuur, Upper Marylebone st High Court 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 10 

Youpg, Sypney Horace, Lilandugwydd, Cardigan, 
Licensed Victualler Carmarthen Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 


Exeter Pet 


Bradford 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 4: 


Lusasn, Soiomos, p> by General Draper High Court 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anoet, Wituram Tuomas, Russell rd, Kensington, Hotel 
Proprietor Feb 24at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Brarp, Lucy Avausta, Broseley, Salop, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrews- 
bury 

Booxatz, Joseru, Leeds, Glass Merchant Feb 23 at 1) 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Bowen Henry, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Butcher Feb 23 at 
1145 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

BurpeLy, Samvev, Ashby, Lincs, General Dealer Feb 23 at 
11.30 Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Bussey, Natuas, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Dairyman Feb 23 
atl1l Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Byna, Isaac, Southsea, Hire Carter Feb 23 at 3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Carpenter, George Cieverty, Cardiff, Bootmaker Feb 
24at12 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Crews, CaTuering Estuer, Chelleston, Derby Feb 23 
atll Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

Co.teT, Hexsert James, Moreton in the Marsh, Glos, 
Farmer Banbury Feb 23 at12 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Coorer, Epwis, Heather, Leicester, Coal Miner Feb 23 
atll Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 





Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


MOONRGATE STRAT, LOoOnNponm, 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ana supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 
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Danyters, Stpnry ALAN, Waltham Abbey, Essex Feb 24 
at12 14, Bedford row 

Dickman, Matitpa, West Ham, 
Bankruptey bldygs, Carey st 


Baker Feb 24 at 11 


Feankury, Wittiam, Harrow rd Feb 25at 1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Go.pstreim, Annie, Roman rd, Bow, Draper Feb 25 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Go pstein, 8, Wilkes st, Spitalfields, Baker 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Guitpine, E Wixoriecp, Guildford Feb 24 at 11,30 
York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Hascoop, Samuet Vervon, Wimbledon, Photographer 
Feb 23 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Harrmany, Jonny P, Andover rd, Holloway, Baker 
23 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hopasoy, Tom, Wyke, Bradford, Licensed Victualler 
24at11 Off Kec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Hoimay, Frepericx, Exeter, Tobacconist 
Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Howe, Water, Northdale rd, Frizinghall, 
Commercial Traveller Feb 23 at 12 Off Rec, 
st, Bradford 

Howes, W, Broadway, Cricklewood, Draper 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jones, Josern, Bridgnorth, Painter 
Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Kirk, James, Knutsford, Cheshire, Upholsterer 
at% Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Lain, Georor, Headon cum Upton, Notts, Farmer 
24at12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

Lokrp, James, Little Lever, Lancs, Boot Dealer Feb 23 at 3 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 

MoPart.iin, Cuarves, Chorley, Lancs, Marine Store Dealer 
Feb 25 at 3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Masoy, Samurt Tuomas, Cinder Bank, Netherton, Dudley, 
Worcester, General Dealer Feb 23 at 12 Off Rec, 1, 
Priory st, Dudley 

Matsom, A T, Sydenham, Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Feb 23 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Mivar, Bertram Jonn, Stephens st, Tottenham Court rd, 
Engineer Feb 23at1i Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Moraan, Cecit, and E rrrexcu, Shepperton Feb 24 at 
12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Noxtu, Bexsamiy, Shipley, Yorks, Fruiterer Feb 23 at 3 
Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Norra, Groret, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Coal Merchant 
Feb 25 at 2.45 Huddersfield Incorporated Law 
Society’s Room, Imperial Arcade, New st, Huddersfield 

Owen, Tuomas, Holyhead, Hairdresser Feb 23 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Pavutetr, Henry, Byrnamman, Carmarthen 
12.45 Off Kec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Peak, Cuarvrs, Lowestoft, Carter Feb 23 at 12 
8, King st, Norwich 

Pearson, Jonn Wiiviam, Huddersfield, Fish Dealer Feb 
25 at 2.15 Hudderstield Incorporated Law Society’s 
Room, Imperial Arcade, New st, Huddersfield . 

PrayvrorD, Wittiam Heuston, Great Grimsby, Skipper 
Feb 23 at 11 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great 
Grimsby 

Roperts, Percivat Naytor, Coventry 
Kec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Smith, SHapracn Witiiam, Great Fransham, Norfolk, 
Publican Feb 23 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Tarpot, Cuartes Epwarp Wix.1am, Brockley, Engineer 
Feb 23 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


Feb 25 at 12 


132, 


Feb 
Feb 
Feb 23 at.¢ 


Bradford, 
12, Duke 
Feb 23 at 12 
Feb 26 at 10.45 Off 
Feb 


92 
23 


Feb 


Feb 23 at 


Off Ree, 


Feb 23 at 11 Off 


Tucker, Heyry Apert, and Minnix Rosina Bianniy, 
Kingswood, Bristol, Boot Manufacturers Feb 23 at 11.45 
Otf Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Watters, Maria, Axbridge, Somerset, Grocer Feb 23 a 
11.30 Off Ree, 6, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Waker, WittiAM, Eaglescliffe, Durham, Blacksmith Feb 
24 at 11,30 Otf Rec, Court chmbrs, Ajbert rd, Middles- 
brough 

Wuiretaw, Arruur, Upper Marylebone st Feb 23 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Youpr, Sypney Horace, Liandugwydd, Cardigan, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 23 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 


t 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
Axyoet, Wittiam Tuomas, Russell rd, Kensington, Hotel 
Proprietor High Court Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 
Bacoc, Joun, Radipole, Weymouth, Builder’s Merchant 
Dorchester Pet Jan 1 Ord Feb 11 

Baritey, Tuomas Arrtuor, Park, Sheffield, Draper 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 12 

Bearp, Lucy Auausta, Broseley, Salop, Licensed Victualler 
Shrewsbury Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Beck, Henry, Doncaster, Architect Sheffield Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 

Booxatz, Josepn, Leeds, Glass Merchant Leeds Pet Feb 
12 Ord Feb 12 

Bussty, Naruan, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Dairyman Brad- 
ford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 10 

Byya, Isaac, Southsea, Hants, Hire Carter 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Cartwricht, Harry, Ashton under Lyne, Licensed 
Victualler Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

CARTWRIGHT, WILLIAM Sanvers, Lewisham, Furniture 
Manufacturer Greenwich Pet Jan10 Ord Feb 11 

Daniets, Tuomas, Swansea, Confectioner Swansea Pet 
Jan 27 Ord Feb 12 | 

Dickman, Matitpa, West Ham, Baker High Court 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Gerry, Tuomas, Okehampton, Deven, Rabbit Trapper 
Piymouth Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Grroson, Georcr, Brierfield, Lancs, Weaver 
Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Hoimay, Freperick, Exeter, Tobacconist Exeter 
Feb 10 Ord Feb10 

Hower, Water, Frizinghall, Bradford, Commercial 
Traveller Bradford Pet¥eb10 Ord Feb10 

Hucurs, Joun Epwarp, Beaumaris, Gas Works Proprietor 
Zangor Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Hunt, Cuarues, Redditch, Needle Scourer Birmingham 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Joxgs, Joseru, Bridgnorth, Painter 
Feb 9 Ord Feb 10 

Lave, Aaron, Whitecross st, General Draper 
Court Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 11 

Luxx, Joux, Coxbench, Derby, Fishmonger Derby Pet 
Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

McPartis, Cuartes, Chorley, Lanes, 
Dealer Bolton Pet Feb1t Ord Feb1 

Marsu, Grorek, Sutton In, Chiswick, Builder Brentford 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 10 

Mittar, Bertram Joun, Stephen’s st,Tottenham Court rd 
Engineer High Court Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Nort, Bexsiman, Shipley, Yorks, Fruiterer Bradford 
Pet Fep 16 Ord Feb lu 

PartinGTon,!WIL11AM, Bolton, Corset Maker Bolton Pet 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

PavutetT, Henry, Brynamman, 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


Sheffield 


Portsmouth 


Burnley 


Pet 


Shrewsbury Pet 


High 


Marine Store 
1 


Carmarthen Carmarthen 
‘ 





200tb Wear. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 


Ritey, Joux, Warwick, Plumber Warwick Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 12 

Sacu, Lewis Joun, and Epoar Groror Harpy RIcHaRps, 
Liverpool, Jewellers Liverpool Pet Jan8 (nd Febi9 

Sits, Saaprach Wiriiam, Gt Fransham, Norfolk, 
Publican Norwich Pet Feb1i Ord Feb il 

Sournrr, Grorck, H M Prison, Wormwood Scrubbs 
High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Feb10 

Tsomasson, Tuomas, Heaton Mersey, Lancs, Grocer’s 
Assistant Stockport Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Tozsras, JoszrH, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, House 
Furnisher High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Feb 10 

Tucker, Henry Avsert, aod Minnie Rosina Brayyi, 
Kingswood, Bristol, Boot Manufacturers Bristol Pet 
Feb 10 Ord Feb10 

Vincent, AtBERT, Maesteg, Glam, Collier 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Youpr, Sypyey Horace, 
Licensed Victualler Carmarthen 
Feb 9 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 25 : 


SouTHERN, FreperiIcK Water, Essendine mans, Maida 
Vale, Musician Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 


Cardiff Pet 


Llandugwydd, Cardi 
Pet Feb 9 Ord 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 8 : 


Danstets, Sipnry Atay, Waltham Abbey 
Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited, 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.c. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro. 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 


Cc. H. SL ATIOe} Joint 
¥. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries, 


Edmonton Pet 








THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EsTtaBLiIsHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and -Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard te 
20, COLEMAN STREET, E.C, 





‘\TRAND.—LAW.—In an imposing build- 
Ss ing, 218, STRAND, over London County and 
Westminster Bank, immediately opposite the Law Vourts, 
TWO capital light OFFICES on first floor (one large 
enough for division into two) to be Let; particula'ly 
suitable for solicitors; only three other firms in the 
building; lift and electric light.—Particulars of Fars- 
BrotHkx, Evtis, & Co., 29, Fleet-etreet, London, E.U., or 
Me:srs. Koppins & Co., on the premises, 





AW.— Solicitor with established City 
BU practice wishes to Acquire & Practice, or Succession 
or would amalgamate; capital available. — Address, 
G. R., care of J. W. Vickers & Co., 5, Nicholas-lane, 

Cc. 


7 




















Copied from Pelicy dated 178%, 


SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


SICKNESS and DISEASE, 


| PLATE GLASS 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


A, W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 





FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





The BONDS of the SUN INSURANCE OFFICE are accepted by the 
various Divisions of the High Courts of Justice in England and Ireland 


and the Supreme Courts of Scotland, the 


Masters in Lunacy, Board of 


Trade, and all Departments of His Majesty's Government. 





YOLICITOR, with general London Practice, 

Desires Partnership or arrangement with view 
thereto.—Apply, 77, E. Cox & Sons, 1, New-court. 

GENTLEMAN dealing in Property to 

A the extent of £20,000 per annum, wishes to extend, 

and for that purpose desires to meet with a Solicitor with 


capital; in return @ good practice guaranteed ; highest 
references,—Lettere, X. T., at Horncastle’s, Cheapside, 


£.C. 








~~ PANISH.—Legal and other Documents 
Translated into English.—Apply, Mr. Wyndham A. 
Bewes’ CLerx, 3, Temple-gardens, E.C. Holborn 4727. 





YOLICITOR’S RESIDENCE. — Suitable 
Ne) House and neighbourhood for Solicitor; artistic 
style; very well built under architect ; large hall, 3 
entertaining, 6 bedrooms, dressing-room, butler 8 pantry ; 
perfect repair; lease 89 years; ground-rent £25; price 
£2,500.—Letters only to Lex, care of Messrs. Deacon & 


Co., 154, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 
280.000 TBUST FUNDS awaiting 
re) r) immediate INVESTMENT in First- 
class FREEHOLD PROPERTY in a central London posi- 
tion, and let to substantial tenants on repainng leases, 
also £10,000 to £12,000 for Investment in REVERSION 8. 
HAMPTON & SONS will be glad to receive particulars 
from owners wishing to sell or their Solicitors.—Offices 
2 and 3, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 
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